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THE MANEUVERS OF Mr. BEVIN 


Bevin’s Blast 


HE BEST MEASURE of the difficulties into 

which Ernest Bevin’s conduct of British for- 
eign policy in Palestine has landed his government, 
the measure particularly of the powerful opposition 
which has developed within the Labor Party itself, 
is the fact that the Foreign Minister went out of his 
way to insult the President of the United States in 
his speech of February 25th in the House of Com- 
mons. Great Britain may very well desire American 
support, when it brings its Palestine plan before the 
General Assembly of the UN. Only the need to 
escape from the tightest of debating corners could 
have caused the man responsible for Britain’s diplo- 
macy to risk alienating American authorities by 
such an attack. 

It must be admitted that for the hard-pressed 
orator to launch a “Down with America” blast in 
the manner of Bill Thompson’s once famous anti- 
British harangues was a demagogic gambit of proven 
effectiveness. America is an excessively popular 
scapegoat in London these days, among Tories and 
radicals alike. Russia may be the antagonist whose 
direct challenge is most feared, and America may be 
a desirable associate in facing this pressure. But be- 
cause there is less urgent fear of the United States, 
the British feel all the more free to vent their re- 
sentment and frustration against the more friendly 
of the two powers by whose overwhelming mass the 
Empire feels increasingly overshadowed. 

_ Moreover, the everyday annoyances of life in 
England today, the lack of an adequate diet, the 
shortage of fuel, the falling behind of the export 
drive—all are associated in the minds of Britons 
with the clash between their own and America’s 
economic plans and interest. The resentment of the 
need to repay principal and interest on the American 
loan out of a tight dollar reserve became particularly 
sharp when America dropped price controls, and at 
once cut deep into the value of the British credit 
line, thus upsetting England’s previous calculations. 
The encroachment of American interests into the 
British Middle East preserves, though welcomed as 
a method of binding the two countries together 
against outsiders, also arouses anxiety and suspicion. 
The pressure of American tariffs, on the one hand, 
American demands for a relaxation of restrictive 
imperial economic agreements, on the other, and, at 
the same time, the fear that British may be exposed 
to the anticipated American economic crisis, add to 
the feeling that the United Kingdom is being pressed 
to the wall economically by the United States. All 


this contributes to such a mood among British MP’s 
and in public opinion generally, that Bevin’s fight 
for a vote of confidence on the eve of his departure 
to the Moscow conference may have been helped 
rather than harmed by the violent attack on Presi- 
dent Truman—no less, one may add, than by his 
violent attack on the “unreasonable” Jewish Agency. 


NEVERTHELESS, in spite of the emotional lift 
which the harried British may have got out of this 
slam-bang onslaught at their younger but oversized 
Anglo-Saxon brother, this speech, more than any 
other of Bevin’s, should have aroused concern 
among thinking Englishmen at the dead-end into 
which the Foreign Minister’s overbearing reckless- 
ness was driving them in Palestine. The Foreign 
Minister claimed that he was submitting no recom- 
mendation for a solution of the Palestine problem 
to the UN General Assembly. But in his report on 
the ill-fated London Conference, he had already 
omitted all mention of one proposed solution, and in 
his latest speech he did his best to kill its chances 
of resuscitation: that solution was partition, a solu- 
tion which has the greatest spontaneous support 
among free organs of British opinion, about which 
the Jewish Agency has indicated its willingness to 
negotiate, and for which the October 4th statement 
of Presiderit Truman—the target of Bevin’s most in- 
temperate remarks—had also indicated support. 

Bevin’s latest blast listed three alternatives the 
UN could consider: all of Palestine as a Jewish State, 
or as an Arab State, and “a Palestine State in which 
the interests of both communities are as carefully 
balanced and protected as possible.” Partition is not 
mentioned as a possible alternative, any more than 
it figured in the report Bevin made to the Commons 
earlier, or in the White Paper on the proposals ad- 
vanced during the London Conference. 

But now Bevin went farther: he specifically 
argued against partition. He said that British had 
no right under the mandate to propose it; that it 
would lead to “ten times the row as to where the 
frontiers would be”; and that the only conceivable 
partition would leave a viable Jewish State, plus an 
Arab portion which would not be viable as a state, 
but would have to be attached to another Arab State 
—which, he indicated, would cause trouble. 

We forbear to argue these points at length. The 
plea that Britain has no power to carry out parti- 
tion without UN consent is of dubious relevance, in 
view of British procedure in the earlier case of 
Transjordan. Any final solution Britain might favor 
could be no more than a “proposal” until endorsed 
by the UN, even though the British should begin to 
implement it at once. The case for partition, in this 
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respect, is far better than for the Bevin-Morrison 
plan, or any other version of the White Paper of 
1939, because the idea of partition was specifically 
approved by the Mandates Commission in 1937, 
while the White Paper was specifically condemned 
by the Commission in 1939. The argument of dif- 
ficulties which might arise in delineating frontiers is 
a peculiar one, so long as no effort has yet been made 
to negotiate this question; and the story about the 
questionable viability of an Arab state in a parti- 
tioned Palestine is no less than shameless, in view 
of the glee with which the British set up so im- 
probable a political entity as the “independent” 
Transjordan state, whose viability under present con- 
ditions is certainly open to question. 


Bevin’s Plan 


BUT WHAT is most significant is not the particular 
arguments Bevin advanced, but the very fact that he 
specifically argued against partition. If reports of the 
inner-Party conflict during the London Conference 
may be trusted, prominent Englishmen in the Cabi- 
net and in the British Labor Party, who have long 
disapproved of the Bevin line as to Palestine, have 
every reason to feel cheated and betrayed by this 
maneuver of their Foreign Minister. 

The course followed by Bevin, in the latter half 
of the London Conference and thereafter, was not 
approved without strong opposition, both in the 
Cabinet and the Parliamentary Labor Party. On the 
eve of the Conference, the British had to choose be- 
tween two possible lines of policy. They could con- 
tinue along the lines of the Morrison Plan, as advo- 
cated by Bevin. It was true that this formula of 
“federalization,” or “provincial autonomy,” had been 
rejected both by Jews and Arabs, since it was chiefly 
of advantage neither to the one nor the other, but to 
the British, if they planned to keep substantial armed 
forces in Palestine. But a modification of the plan was 
worked out by Bevin, which conceded certain points 
to the Arabs; mainly at the expense of the Jews, to 
be sure, rather than of the British. 

Instead of the Morrison Plan division into con- 
tinuous Jewish and Arab provinces, the Bevin ver- 
sion would establish scattered “cantons,” where either 
Jews or Arabs had sizable majorities. These cantons 
would be empowered to enforce or abolish the White 
Paper land regulations in their jurisdictions, reliev- 
ing Britain of this responsibility. By scattering the 
few Jewish sections, the Bevin plan would cripple 
any program of development toward a future parti- 
tion and a viable Jewish state. It thus held out the 
promise of an Arab state in all Palestine after five 
years. Secondly, instead of the immediate admission 
of 100,060 Jews and a period of further immigration 
according to absorptive capacity into the Jewish prov- 
ince, as provided under the Morrison plan, the Bevin 
plan would admit 4,000 immigrants monthly for two 
years and leave further immigration to the High 
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Commissioner, subject to UN arbitration, if Arabs or 
Jews objected to his decision. These were consider- 
able concessions to Arab “fears of domination by the 
Jews”—and they gave Britain five years more of se- 
cure military possession in Palestine. 

The Foreign Minister demanded that he be given 
a chance to seek Arab consent to this plan. 


OTHERS in the Cabinet and in the Parliamentary 
Labor Party bitterly opposed this program, which 
implied, even if Arab agreement were obtained, 
forcing Jewish submission or acquiescence, if that 
could be done short of complete suppression of the 
Yishuv, and taking a long chance on American 
passivity and UN condonation of such a procedure. 
They proposed trying another tack—partition— 
which, there was every reason to believe, would be 
accepted by Jews as a compromise of their demands, 
would be supported by the United States, and would 
not, in all likelihood, meet with any united or 
bitter-end opposition from the Arabs. Those who 
favored partition could point to the well-known in- 
terest of Emir Abdullah in strengthening his feeble 
state with a part of Palestine. They could cite the 
pre-war proposal of partition by Nuri Said, Foreign 
Minister of Iraq. They could cite the stand in favor 
of a Jewish State, as a desirable safeguard for 
Lebanese Christians, which was made in secret ses- 
sion before the Anglo-American Committee, in spite 
of the Lebanese government, by Maronite repre- 
sentatives. They could argue convincingly that Egypt 
had other interests of far greater significance to her 
at this moment than the Mufti’s cause in Palestine. 
All these factors, they could contend, would be 
sufficient guarantee that if Britain made it unmis- 
takably clear that it wanted a final and peaceful com- 
promise solution in Palestine through partition, there 
would be no united Arab stand against it. 

Bevin’s insistence on his own approach won out 
over the opposition. There is no direct evidence of 
the arguments he used to achieve this victory in the 
Cabinet, but the February 25th speech gives signifi- 
cant hints. Why did Mr. Bevin anticipate trouble if 
partition meant the division of Palestine into a 
viable Jewish State and an Arab section to be at- 
tached to some other Arab State? It is surely not 
without significance that Mr. Bevin did not simply 
say—after the repeated, strong anti-partition state- 
ments of Arabs during the London Conference— 
that partition itself would lead to a Holy War, or 
something of the sort: such a statement would 
hardly have proved convincing to his initiated Cabi- 
net and Party colleagues, who know very well just 
what Arab groups, and for what reasons, would 
probably accede to partition if Britain were firmly 
bent on it. But Mr. Bevin said something quite dif- 
ferent: that joining part of Palestine to another Arab 
State, would mean trouble among the Arabs—and 
herein is a hint which may have had quite specific 
meaning to informed MP’s. 
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If partition means turning over part of Western 
Palestine to Abdullah of Transjordan, there are 
Arabs who would be vehemently opposed. There is, 
first of all, Ibn Saud, who would regard this as a 
step toward the Greater Syria plan, and even more 
ambitious plans for a powerful kingdom of his 
hereditary enemies, the Hashimites. There are the 
pan-Arab politicians of Syria and Lebanon, who do 
not wish to become subjects of Abdullah. There are 
the Husseinis in Palestine, who have cemented their 
hold on the local Arab institutions by murdering 
or driving away the heads of those Palestine Arab 
clans with whom Abdullah is most friendly. Thus, 
Bevin may have argued, partition might not meet 
with united Arab opposition, if England pushed it 
with sufficient vigor, but it could very well lead to 
a serious rupture of relations within the Arab 
League—an instrument which, he might have added, 
was proving of concrete advantage to Britain from 
time to time, in the UN and in other connections. 


Bevin Follows Through 


THROUGH some such argument Bevin won the 
chance to approach the Arabs again with his new 
version of the Morrison plan. His attempt failed, 
even though, doubtless under pressure from his 
colleagues, he specifically warned the Arabs that the 
British no longer desired to be responsible for en- 
forcing the White Paper, and that if Britain with- 
drew, the Arabs would hardly be able to blockade 
the Palestine coast against the Haganah’s immi- 
grant fleet. The Arabs were not frightened by this 
hint: first of all, they probably gave little credence 
to any suggestion that Britain would leave the 
strategic area of Palestine, and having been ap- 
peased so far in Britain’s desire to keep her foothold 
there, they were willing to let their chips ride on the 
same bet for another round. Furthermore, it may be 
supposed, the Arabs were not frightened by the, 
rather remote, prospect of having Britain abandon 
the role of “honest broker” between Arabs and 
Jews; if they had eventually to reach an agreement 
with Jews under such conditions, there might even 
be the advantage of saving the substantial “fees” for 
British brokerage which were stipulated both in the 
Morrison and Bevin plans, with their provisional 
maintenance of British domination over both Jews 
and Arabs. 

In any case, Bevin had his chance and failed. The 
Opposition in the Party and the Cabinet may now 
have expected that the way would be clear for a 
switch to another tack. If so, they reckoned without 
their Bevin. 

First of all, the course Bevin had followed of it- 
self made the revival of the partition proposal very 
difficult. The fact that Britain did not firmly pre- 
sent this proposal as their own compromise sugges- 
tion gave the anti-partitionist Arabs, notably the 
Husseinis, whose position Bevin had considerably 
strengthened during the recess of the London Con- 
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ference, a chance emphatically to turn it down. In 
fact, Bevin invited such a reaction by reporting par- 
tition to the Arabs as something he had heard ad- 
vocated by Jews and the United States government 
—a hint they were not slow to understand. After 
these sharp Arab statements, Bevin could argue in 
the Cabinet and Party that England could not now, 
after the Arabs had gone on record against it, recom- 
mend partition to the UN—to whose councils it was 
agreed now to take recourse. There was no alterna- 
tive, he could then conclude, but to report the negoti- 
ations without recommendation, and await any solu- 
tion the UN might propose, which would then give 
Britain safer grounds for its future action. But in 
reporting the negotiations, Bevin could omit all 
mention of partition—since no party had formally 
proposed it—leaving his own and the Morrison plan 
as the only “compromises” under discussion as be- 
tween the “extreme” demands of Palestine as an 
Arab or a Jewish State. 

But Bevin was not satisfied with even this much 
success in thwarting the opposition. Evidently he was 
not certain of a definitive victory in this way: for he 
specifically argued against partition, in the Febru- 
ary 25th speech. There was one source from which 
he may have apprehended danger to his stand. This 
was the resolve of the Cabinet not to enforce the 
White Paper indefinitely. The question at issue was 
whether, in order to pacify the Jews in Palestine 
before the question came up for UN consideration, 
the White Paper should be dropped now—through 
at least the grant of larger immigration and perhaps 
also the end of the land regulations—or the Arabs 
should be further appeased by maintaining the 
White Paper provisionally. To the obvious chagrin 
of his Labor Party colleagues, Bevin’s February 25th 
speech argued for the latter alternative. The differ- 
ence between the two policies means not only the 
difference between peace and martial rule in Pales- 
tine in coming months. It also has a strong bearing 
on the ultimate political solution, for, to regard the 
White Paper as the current legal definition of Pales- 
tine’s status, is to begin negotiations for a definitive 
solution on a basis which 4 priori denies the Jews 
inherent rights to further immigration and settle- 
ment. And, in fact, Bevin argued at length on Febru- 
ary 25th that the Jewish National Home had long 
ago been achieved, that Arabs were entitled to veto 
Jewish immigration, that Jews were a religion, not 
a nation, etc., etc. 


CUNNING as Bevin has been in handling his inner- 
Party opposition, there are two points at which, in 
terms of the sheerest Real-politik, he must have 
shocked and frightened thinking Englishmen, how- 
ever much his vituperation may have masked the 
cold meaning of his words. One was in the way he 
expected to handle Jewish opposition, and the other 
in the way he expected to handle the United States’ 
Opposition to his policy. The key to his method was 
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“the 100,000” Jewish DP’s, of whose troublesome 
presence he admitted the necessity of “relieving” or 
“alleviating” Europe. 

The method is one of simple blackmail. “The 
100,000” are the hostages Fortune has given to 
Bevin, and by delaying their release he expects to 
subdue the Jews and the Americans to his will. 
Not all the Jews—nor all the Americans; but, while 
the “reasonable” ones would submit for the sake of 
“the 100,000,” the “unreasonable” ones he planned 
to club into silence with his guns or his political 
blasts. Thus, he declaimed, Jews “trained in Britain” 
and “moderate” Jews generally would yield up any 
rights Jews’ might claim under the Mandate, in re- 
turn for Bevin’s admitting “the 100,000,” perhaps 
even with Arab consent. Jews from New York and 
other recalcitrants could be overborne with threats 
of anti-Semitism or by the arms of Barkers and 
Webbs, and their air-borne divisions. “Reasonable 
Americans” (and it was rumored that Bevin was 
hopeful, upon Gen. Marshall’s accession to the State 
Department, that as a military man, he might be 
among them) would be won over in the name of the 
solidarity of the Western bloc, by Arab oil—and by 
the lack of any prospect of being “relieved” of “the 
100,000,” who were a burden chiefly on the Ameri- 
can occupation forces. The “unreasonable ones” 
could be put to rout by uncomfortable accusations of 
. anti-Semitism (“they don’t want Jews in New 

York”) irresponsibility, and making political capital 
of the Zionist cause. 


IF SENSITIVE Englishmen must have been shocked 
by Bevin’s callousness in this matter, informed Eng- 
lishmen must have been frightened by his bull- 
headed fecklessness. They know that the alternative 
to the Jewish Agency is not the Anglo-Jewish Asso- 
ciation or the American Council for Judaism, Inc.; 
it is the Irgun Tzvai Leumi. And as to the United 
States, it is enough merely to recall what Bevin ex- 
pects of America to see the fantastic and dangerous 
implications. 

President Truman spoiled my plans! complains 
Bevin. He cites two occasions, of which the one 
which drew the headlines was the: Truman October 
4, 1946 statement. On October 2, the London 
Anglo-Arab Conference recessed because it had 
broken down; but Bevin claims that in the very 
moment of adjournment he had found a promising 
solution. The Jewish Agency has flatly denied that 
there were any prospects of an agreement between 
Bevin and the Jews at that time. Judging by Bevin’s 
subsequent actions, the “solution” he had in mind 
could only be Arab consent to some Jewish immi- 
gration, in return for something worse (from a Jew- 
ish point of view) than even the Morrison plan— 
which neither the Jews nor the United States could 
support. What, then, is the implication of Bevin’s 
complaint? That the President of the United States 
is not entitled to give warning what sort of proposal 
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America would, and what sort it would not, support 
when the Palestine question reaches the UN? That 
the United States is expected to sit quietly and wait 
while Bevin cooks up. unpalatable faits accomplis? 

The other complaint is even more incredible. It is 
nothing less than the accusation that the President 
of the United States sent an eminent American citi- 
zen—‘some person named Earl Harrison”—to the 
American zone of occupation in Germany to report 
on the DP problem there in August 1945. How can 
I conduct my foreign affairs, if that American keeps 
interfering in this way? complained Bevin. What is 
the implication of this? That the United States 
President must ring down an iron curtain on the 
plight of the DP’s under American care, that he must 
keep their suffering a secret from American public 
opinion so that Bevin’s departmental worries may 
be lessened? 

It is hard to imagine what Bevin may think, but 
most Englishmen know that the United States is an 
independent country, and that cooperation between 
Washington and London is not very likely to be 
furthered by any such preposterous attitude. 


Two SAGES IN ISRAEL 


N THE PAST MONTH, the American academic 
world lost two of its outstanding leaders by the 
deaths of the philosopher, Morris R. Cohen, and the 
psychologist, Kurt Lewin. The American Jewish 
world lost two men whose warm concern for the 
fate and future of their people found practical ex- 
pression in a series of significant activities which put 
their high gifts at the service of the Jewish com- 
munity. 


Morris COHEN’S strength as a philosopher was not 
as a builder of systems, but as a critic. He performed 
to admiration the Socratic function of clearing the 
ground, for young men, of baseless beliefs and 
cloudy presuppositions. His greatest influence in 
philosophy lay, perhaps, in his work as a teacher, 
who was famous for his ability to stimulate his 
students to independent thought. It was, thus, in 
keeping with his own picture of himself as a free and 
liberating spirit to stand somewhat above and apart 
from the affairs of that tradition-encrusted symbol 
of permanence, the Jewish community, however 
tightly his own sentiments and familial loyalties 
bound him to it. 

Yet when the Hitler decade broke in upon us, 
his sentiments and loyalties swept him into a role 
which only stern discipline and a strong sense of 
duty could help him to sustain. It is true that the 
two Organizations he founded—the Conference on 
Jewish Relations and the Research Institute on 
Peace arid Post-War Problems—were intended to 
focus the clear light of empirical reasoning on Jew- 
ish problems, an enterprise quite in Cohen’s own 
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spirit. But his own role in these bodies—that of 
architect, organizer, even, on occasion, money-raiser 
—aanade particularly severe demands upon his 
capacity for self-denial. It was only out of his deep 
love for his people that he did not flinch from these 
duties. . 


KurT LEWIN’S Jewish service in recent years was, 
on the other hand, thoroughly in line with his es- 
sential character as a scientist. Among psychologists 
he won renown as one of the founders of a new, 
basically synthetic approach to the understanding 
of the human mind, Gestalt psychology. His special 
interest was in the field of social psychology. Of 
late, he particularly concerned himself with “ac- 
tion research” —a method of controlled experimenta- 
tion which sought to solve problems in the under- 
standing of human behavior not only by a com- 
parative analysis of typical social situations, but also 
by introducing, with the participation of the groups 
under study, changes in such situations in order to 
bring about desirable results. With such a spon- 
taneous interest in practical problems, in solutions 
and in social reorganization, it was quite natural for 
so warm-hearted and integral a Jew as Kurt Lewin 
to initiate the formation of a body like the 
American Jewish Congress’ Commission on Com- 
munity Interrelations (CCI), which applies “ac- 
tion research” methods to the problems of Jews in 
a Gentile environment. 

There are certain major pitfalls likely to beset 
social scientists who approach “conflict situations” 
from a pragmatic viewpoint such as Lewin’s. Taking 
too academic and mechanical a view of human prob- 
lems, they are likely to regard any “solution” as 
satisfactory which restores an “equilibrium.” This 
is a kind of superficiality into which Kurt Lewin 
could never be misled: he had too much of the 
depth of a basic humanism—and we may also add, 
he was too much a Jew—for this. He had an in- 
dependent criterion for weighing the value of pro- 
posed “solutions”: it was the criterion of the in- 
trinsic worth of the human individual. In his studies 
of the Jew, the central focus of his attention was 
never merely how to smooth out frictions with the 
Gentile environment—and obviously he did not 
neglect this aspect, for it is the major problem of his 
CCI—but what were the effects of the Jewish situ- 
ation, and the probable effects of proposed “solu- 
tions,” upon the individual Jew himself. Kurt Le- 
win’s Zionism sprang from, and also inspired this 
viewpoint. It was this viewpoint which made Kurt 
Lewin an essential Zionist, one who appreciated the 
centrality of Zion in the “solution” of the problem 
of the individual Jew, and not merely a Zionist sym- 
pathizer out of “humanitarian” rather than “hu- 
manist” motives. 

The beginnings these two bequeathed to us will 
be continued; but the flame that burned in each no 
longer warms us. 


A Policy for Palestine 
by Richard H. S. Crossman 


The following statement was made in 
the House of Commons debate, after 
Foreign Secretary Bevin’s address on 
Palestine. 


VERY TIME I have listened to a discussion in 
the House on Palestine, and particularly in 
listening to certain passages of the Foreign Secre- 
tary’s speech, I have become increasingly aware that 
the chief problem is the distance, psychological and 
physical, between this country and Palestine. When 
I listen to our quiet discussion, and when I remember 
that while we are talking cheerfully about keeping 
the door open and asking what, in two thousand 
years, is a year in solving the problem, and that, on 
the other hand, in Jerusalem today British officials 
are cooped into ghettos and no British official can 
go about among the people he is trying to serve; 
when I remember that, in the last two days, I have 
received from two men, one an Englishman and one 
a New Zealander, who have spent their lives in 
serving Jews and Arabs, desperate appeals to be re- 
leased from the prison into which they have been 
put by the British authorities; when I remember the 
feelings of Jews and Arabs, exasperated by eighteen 
months’ constant delay—and it is really ten years of 
delay from 1937—then I feel we ought to get some 
actuality and some real relationship between the 
urgency of the problem and what we are doing 
about it. 

I welcome this debate if for no other reason than 
that it will have impressed upon the Foreign Secre- 
tary the sense of Hon. Members on all sides of the 
House, whether they are pro-Jew or pro-Arab or, 
as I prefer, mainly pro-British, our deep concern at 
our lack of policy today—lack of short-term policy, 
lack of long-term policy—and the dangers to this 
country which such a lack of policy will bring. There 
was one particular thing in the Foreign Secretary's 
speech which concerned and worried me. It is very 
easy to generalize from one’s own experience. One 
has spent one’s life in negotiations between reason- 
able British people, where one just gets them into 
two rooms, and then, after all, it is a question of the 
employers offering 8d. and the men demanding 10d., 
and then splitting at 9d. and it is very easy to believe 
that the Jews and the Arabs in their passionate na- 
tional opposition, can be somehow jostled together 
by personal influence, and made to sign on the 
dotted line some compromise. Not one person who 
has visited Palestine in the last few years bas come 
back disagreeing with the view that no agreed solu- 
tion is possible, and that if we try to get people to 
conferences there will be endless postponement and 
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delay. That was the view of the Peel Commission in 
1937 and the view of Mr. Malcolm MacDonald in 
1939; it is the point upon which the White Paper 
agrees and it was also the view of the Anglo-Amerti- 
can Committee, of which I was a member, last year. 
Every person agrees that it is an absolute waste of 
time to go on bringing these people together into 
conference. I agree with the spokesman for the Op- 
position today that a whole year has been completely 
wasted, and that this matter should have gone to 
U.N.O. last year, if it was going at all. I hope that 
after this debate there will be no more talk about 
leaving the door open. 


ARAB AND JEW have both of them an impregnable 
moral case. They have something that they really 
believe in, and they cannot be wangled out of it by 
some trick solution which everybody sees through. 
They know the problem from A to Z, and they look 
at every proposal with their eyes on the two ques- 
tions of land and immigration. They judge every 
proposal according to the way in which those two 
questions are dealt with. There is no way of bringing 
them together before we impose something on both 
Jews and Arabs. . .. 

There are only two ways of ending the situation, 
unless we continue the Mandate and continue spend- 
ing £40 million a year on keeping a large army and 
being unpopular with both sides. One way is the 
1937 way of partition. The other is the way of the 
White Paper of 1939. Now, fifty-two nations in 
U.N.O. are to find more devices for wanting to keep 
up the Mandate. One is the Arab way, and the other 
is the Jewish way. One way is that which enables the 
Jews to survive and have a reasonable chance of 
surviving, with a stake in parts of Palestine, where 
they can either come to terms with the Arabs or 
fight it out. The other way is to be at the mercy of 
an Arab majority. 

Those two policies, partition and the White Paper, 
do not differ very much at the moment. The Jewish 
population in Palestine would, if the White Paper 
were imposed and our troops were withdrawn, create 
a de facto republic. British troops would go out and 
Jewish troops would take over what they could hold, 
and then there would be negotations between the 

. two sides. Whether we impose our wishes, or im- 
pose the Whte Paper, the future of Palestine will, 
in fact, be decided between the Jews on the one side 
and the Arabs on the other. What we have to decide 
is between an illegal or irregular way of dividing 
the country; walking out and leaving the parties to 
fight it out, or an internationally agreed partition of 
the country, which will reduce the bloodshed to 
some extent. There is not a very great variety of 
solutions. 


Now I would say a word or two about the reference 
to U.N.O. I am alarmed at the very easy way in 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


which some people believed that reference to U.N.O. 
will settle the matter. I remember the days when a 
reference to the Anglo-American Committee was 
going to solve the problem. The problem is not to 
to be solved in that way. As time goes on we find 
Arab and Jewish terrorists grow stronger, so that 
when we have to impose a solution, the cost will be 
greater in British, Jewish, and Arab blood the longer 
we wait. In regard to the reference to U.N.O. let us 
see realistically what is going to happen. There is a 
Russian bloc and an American bloc. The aim of the 
Russian bloc will be to have the British troops re- 
moved from Palestine. The Russians want us out. 
What about the Americans? The Americans want 
us in. We have to understand that position. There 
has been a certain amount said about the Americans 
and upon the subject of elections in New York. Self- 
righteousness is rather dangerous. Apparently if there 
had been a million Jews in London we might have 
seen a Slightly different attitude on the Front 
Benches on both sides of this House. There were 
election pledges about the Jewish question. The 
British pressure group is big enough to get an elec- 
tion pledge at the conference, but not big enough 
to formulate the policy of a Government. 


It is unwise to bicker at Americans about the size 
of the Jewish community in that country. We ought 
to look soberly at American interests. There are two 
factors which determine America’s attitude, the Jew- 
ish Democratic vote and Standard Oil. Jewish lobby- 
ing is vocal; oil lobbying is silent but highly influ- 
ential. The oil lobby is quite powerful enough, in 
view of the close connection with the American 
Chiefs of Staff, to prevent the Americans assuming 
any responsibility in the Middle East, to jeopardize 
the relationship with the Arab world by which the 
oil supply would suffer. I do not blame the Ameri- 
cans for that. The Jewish group at home and Stan- 
dard Oil abroad, make it their obvious interest to 
sit on the fence and to avoid ever making them- 
selves get into the Middle East, where they would 
have to fight pro-Jew or pro-Arab. Every American 
politician will do all he can to sit on the fence in 
the Middle East, so as to ensure that the British are 
there and that the Russians are not. 


If this problem goes to U.N.O. the Americans 
will prevent the Russians having their way and will 
try to press the thing back on us. There will be some 
fantastic new constitution proposed, with a quite un- 
workable Mandate. We shall be politely pushed 
back into running the country in the Middle East. 
We shall, therefore, be no whit further on than if 
we had done it all ourselves. All U.N.O. brings is 
another Mandate which we shall not have written 
ourselves, but which others will have written for us. 
We may be much worse off than we are at present. 
Therefore, those Members of this House who have 
pressed for a time limit for the withdrawal of Brit- 
ish personnel and troops are completely justified. 
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SECONDLY, we have not only to press for the time 
limit, but we have to make it clear to U.N.O. that, 
in our view, the Mandate is unworkable. On that 
point we agree with the Peel Commission and with 
the White Paper, and this House even agrees with 
the Hon. and learned Member for Daventry (Mr. 
Manningham-Buller) and myself, who were on the 
Commission which came to that simple conclusion— 
a conclusion which has only dawned on the Front 
Bench. The Mandate is unworkable. We are not pre- 
pared to work it. A new compromise cannot work, 
and we are not prepared to fail again. I believe it is 
essential that we should go to U.N.O. saying not only 
that we have ths record but that this record has led 
us to this conclusion: It is impossible for an alien to 
go on ruling Jew and Arab. The problem has to be 
settled either by the White Paper or by partition, 
which may both mean the same thing. But it has 
to be settled in one way or the other, enabling for- 
eign rule to get out of Palestine. That would be to 
the interest, not only of the British but of the Arabs 
and the Jews. 

I wish to say one harsh thing in conclusion. There 
are times, even in industrial disputes, when a strike 
or a lock-out is necessary, when a trial of strength 
has to come, when the task of the conciliator is to 
say, “The boys have got to have their heads and try 
it out.” I believe that situation has arrived in Pales- 
tine, when it is preferable for Jew and Arabs, who 
have passionate convictions, to “have it out” as 
equals and free men, even though it involves some 
bloodshed, than to continue fighting us. That is the 
case for partition. It is the case for the White Paper, 
and it is a case for ending the Mandate... . 

. .. The Jews are now strong enough to defend 
themselves and the Arabs think they can defend 
themselves . . . they should therefore, have their 
freedom, and . . . we should not be tied up to some 
arrangement which the Americans want to impose 
on us for keeping us in Palestine with another 
“phoney” constitution and another compromise 
which will keep us balancing between the two. We 
all know that we are now ruling Palestine—we did 
not know it until last week—under the White Paper. 
The Foreign Secretary says we are bound to do it 
because it is a pledge to the Arab world. I would 
point out that if it is a pledge to the Arab world, 
it was also declared illegal by the Mandates Commis- 
sion of the League of Nations—by a majority of one. 
It was declared illegal by the Mandates Commission 
of the League of Nations by four to three. It was de- 
clared illegal by Labor Mnisters in the House of 
Commons, and I think I would be supported by the 
Hon. and learned Member of Daventry opposite if 
I said that there was not a member of the Anglo- 
American Committee who could find a way of mak- 
ing the White Paper compatible with the Mandate. 


WE ought to be quite clear on what we are about. 
We are now saying that we do not want to impose 
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a solution in Palestine. I would point out that we 
are imposing a solution in Palestine. With enormous 
force, we are imposing the White Paper. If, through 
that, we came to war, as at any moment we may, and 
this country were to find itself fighting to impose the 
White Paper which was declared illegal by the in- 
ternational authority under which we hold the Man- 
date, I must frankly say that I would be doubtful 
whether it would be a just or an unjust war. 

The point I was coming to was this: We have 
to face the reason why we are imposing the White 
Paper today. It is the same as in 1939. In 1939 we 
had to impose the White Paper because the Arab 
world might have joined the Axis in the years of the 
war. We all know that was the reason, it may be it 
was a perfectly good strategic necessity, though an 
unpleasant one. We all know that today we are still 
imposing the White Paper, because we are afraid 
that otherwise the Arab world might go over to 
Soviet Russia. 

I think it is time we were honest about this, and 
knew what we are doing from strategic reason is 
taking precedence over morality and legality. If it 
does, at least we should know it in this House of 
Commons, and should know the motives behind our 
policy. It is intolerable to continue in this way, in 
which expediency is constantly having to take pre- 
cedence over morality and legality. We know, of 
course, that there is a large terrorist movement; and 
if we increase Jewish immigration who in the Arab 
world will not say, “You are giving way to Jewish 
nuisance value”? The Arabs are bound to say that. 
Just as if the Arab view prevails the Jews will say, 
“You are giving way to Arab nuisance value.” We 
have noéw reached the situation in Palestine in which 
both sides believe, and passionately believe, that the 
British give way to nuisance value. It is not a ques- 
of this Government, but a question of the last ten 
years. The atttude is: The British give way to 
nuisance value, therefore the revolver is the “Esper- 
anto.” I say it is that which now utterly corrupts 
life in Palestine for Briton, Jew, and Arab. 

Let us close down this lamentable story. Let us, 
for once, make up our minds, and go to the United 
Nations with the following three plain statements. 
First: The Mandate is unworkable, and we cannot 
possibly agree to any United Nations’ recommenda- 
tion for reconstituting the Mandate with any com- 
promise solution at all. Secondly: We are in favor 
of an orderly partition of Palestine instead of a dis- 
orderly partition, which is what would occur if Pales- 
tine were made an Arab State and the Jews merely 
took what they wanted by means of the Haganah 
fighting for it; let us say we would rather do it under 
international guarantee. Thirdly: Whatever happens 
we will have our troops and administrators out by a 
certain date, because that will speed up the solution. 

(MR. CROSSMAN’S views on Palestine broadly rep- 
resent those of the opposition in the Labor Party.— 
ED.) 
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Palestine Goes to the UN 


by Oculus 


Britain’s Actual Recommendation 


B EFORE Foreign Minister Ernest Bevin’s state- 
ment on the conclusion of the London Confer- 
ence on Palestine, it would have been very difficult 
to convince anyone that Great Britain would bring 
the Palestine question before the UN General As- 
sembly, without a specific proposal of its own for a 
solution of the problem. No one could imagine that 
the British Labor government was prepared to de- 
clare itself in political and intellectual bankruptcy 
before a world forum such as the General Assembly. 
Yet this is precisely what the Bevin statement, ap- 
parently, did. The British Foreign Minister explicitly 
announced that the Labor Government would make 
no recommendation for a solution of the Palestine 
problem. 

Nevertheless, this explicit statement cannot be 
understood without exploring its implicit meaning. 
For tactical reasons, the government will make no 
formal recommendation; but it will submit to the 
United Nations a thorough report concerning the 
breakdown of its negotiations with the Jewish and 
Arab representatives. In such a report it will describe 
the Jewish demands and explain why it did not con- 
sider it possible or expedient to accept them. It will 
also report the formula upon which the Arab repre- 
sentatives obstinately stood, and explain why it had 
to reject that formula. As part of its “objective re- 
port,” it will undoubtedly describe the proposals 
which the Labor Government itself made to both 
Jews and Arabs, and explain its political and moral 
reasons for making these particular proposals and 
no others. 

Actually, therefore, though not in a strict formal 
sense and not entirely in accordance with accepted 
diplomatic procedure, those proposals, which both 
Jews and Arabs refuse to accept, will constitute the 
“concrete recommendation” which England will 
place upon the agenda of the UN. Every delegate 
of the Assembly will have the right (and not a few 
of them will exercise that right, whether on behalf of 
the Arabs or on our behalf) to pose questions re- 
garding the character and merits of the British pro- 
posals described in the report, and the British govern- 
ment will have to defend and explain its position. 

How does this differ from a “concrete recommen- 
dation”—unless the British government should state 
at the end of its report that it wishes to renounce its 
previous proposals; which would be another ab- 
surdity if it did not at the same time put forward 
a new program and new counsels? Accordingly, 
there is good reason to suppose that the General 


Assembly will have to pass on the familiar, old 
Morrison Plan, in the new Bevin version of the 
month of February. Why the government in London 
thinks it preferrable to pretend that in September it 
will go to Lake Success with empty hands, or rather 
an empty head, is a riddle which we do not now 
undertake to explain. 


What Are Our Proposals? 


But with what should we come to the United 
Nations? It is not we who bring up the Palestine 
question there, nor do we regard it as absolutely 
essential that the question should be decided, at the 
present stage, by the United Nations. It is the Brit- 
ish Government which has taken the initiative in 
this instance, and we naturally have no choice in 
the matter: as an interested party, as the party most 
vitally interested, we shall have to find ways for 
presenting our arguments most effectively to the 
General Assembly. 

The question of procedure is by no means simple 
for us, as everyone knows, and our road to the As- 
sembly is far from smooth. The Assembly itself, in 
all probability, will not hear our representatives, 
just as it would not hear the Arab case if it were 
presented merely by leaders of the Palestinian Arabs. 
(With five Arab states holding membership in the 
United Nations, the Arab case does not, of course, 
require such expedients.) If one wishes to indulge 
in empty day-dreams, one can say, to be sure: Let us 
“demand” that we be admitted to membership in the 
UN, so that we may become equal to other peoples. 
If I am not mistaken, at a well-attended Zionist con- 
ference in the United States, a resolution in this 
spirit was adopted a few weeks ago; at any rate, 
several speakers were very enthusiastic in “demand- 
ing such a demand.” At bottom, this is equivalent 
to adopting a resolution that the Messiah should 
come; and the situation is too serious for us to en- 
gage in such fantasies. The new international or- 
ganization is a union, not simply of peoples, but of 
“nations,” that is, recognized sovereign peoples, 
who exercise their sovereignty in definite countries 
or territories; to be even more specific, it is a union 
of recognized states. 

Cynics may contend that the UN includes repre- 
sentatives of peoples whose sovereignty is highly 
dubious. What kind of sovereignty, one may argue, 
do White Russia and the Ukraine enjoy within the 
framework of the Soviet Union? But there are cer- 
tain legal fictions which are respected, even though 
everybody knows that they are fictions. From a 
formal, juridical viewpoint (let us not examine too 
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closely the contents behind these formalisms) White 
Russia and the Ukraine are republics with govern- 
ments of their own, and under the Soviet constitu- 
tion they even have the right to secede from the 
U.S.S.R., if they wish, just as the Dominions have 
the right to leave the British Commonwealth. But 
the decisive factor is that Moscow demanded a 
recognized status for these two territories so insis- 
tently that this demand had to be conceded. As a 
matter of fact, the Russian demand, two years ago, 
was that all sixteen Soviet Republics should be 
recognized as sovereign states and admitted to mem- 
bership in the international organization. The ad- 
mission of only two Soviet Republics, in addition to 
the All-Union delegation, was in the nature of a 
compromise to which the United States, Great 
Britain and other states had to agree; for otherwise 
the founding of the United Nations in San Francisco 
would not have been possible at all. 

In our case, there is not even one of the condi- 
tions which made this possible at that time. We do 
not have the legal fiction of sovereignty, nor are 
we supported by a Power like the Soviet Union, which 
has a special interest in maintaing that fiction, 
and is prepared to cry defiance to the whole world 
if a “compromise settlement” of its demands is not 
accepted. 


WE ARE fully aware that we have gone to great 
lengths in order to prove a commonplace. We have 
done this unpleasant, tedious job of explaining a 
truism only because in our circles there are people 
still ready, from time to time, to mouth phrases and 
slogans which are entirely without meaning—merely 
for rhetorical effect. It may be questioned whether 
the status quo is good and equitable, but until an- 
other status quo is introduced, we must take seriously 
the existing situation. If Einstein had created his 
relativity theory at the age of seventeen, he would 
still be ineligible to vote for a sheriff of Orange 
County; but a twenty-one year old hill-billy in the 
Ozarks, who can hardly sign his name and is not 
quite sure whether seven times seven makes forty- 
nine or. seventy-seven, is entitled to choose the 
President of the United States and the Commander- 
in-Chief of our armed forces. For several months 
before the San Francisco Conference of the United 
Nations, there were those Jewish circles who de- 
manded that we should not “neglect this oppor- 
tunity” to bring about the admission of the Jewish 
people as an equal member in the new international 
organization. None of these good people, we feel 
sure, believes today that in the spring of 1945 we 
neglected a favorable conjuncture; and the situation 
has not changed since then: the UN is still a union 
of states, not of peoples, and this fact is not altered 
in the least by our belief (even though shared by 
some non-Jews) that we are a more advanced 
people than such nations as, let us say, Liberia or 
Haiti—nor by the fact, though we may be a 
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small people, more Jews ride from Manhattan to the 
Bronx between five and six o'clock every day in the 
New York subways than the sum total of the popu- 
lation of such a country as Iceland. 

The situation will not be improved by “founding” 
a Provisional Jewish Government for Palestine, or 
a “government-in-exile” as others prefer to call it. 
Who in the UN would recognize such a govern- 
ment? Who would even be willing to talk to it? 
Until a change in the political status of Palestine, 
the country Aas a recognized government. We may 
despise that government, we may believe it has not 
the slightest moral right to remain in the country 
even a single day longer, but it exists, nevertheless, 
and it is internationally recognized. We forbear even 
to mention that twenty-four hours after the procla- 
mation of a Jewish “government-in-exile,” the 
leaders of the Palestinian Arabs could very easily 
present the world with an Arab “government” of 
Palestine, for this is a bit of cunning at which they 
can be quite as clever as we. 

In these bitter and responsible days, let us not 
occupy ourselves with things that, at best, will be 
considered merely a cheap and stupid “dramatiza- 
tion” of our tragedy. If the question of Palestine 
should really come before the United Nations in the 
Fall (even though reports from London _indi- 
cate a possible trend in the British government to 
reconsider the state of affairs which has been precipi- 
tated by its maneuvers, and a disposition to seek a 
new way which would not involve bringing the 
issue to Lake Success), let us arm ourselves against 
that hour with realism, and let us not delude our- 
selves with idle phrases and empty dreams. 

It may be assumed that, if the Assembly appoints 
a special committee to investigate the complex poli- 
tical problems relating to Palestine—which should 
be regarded as a probability, not merely a possibility 
—Jews will be enabled to appear before that body 
and present their grievances, demands, and argu- 
ments. But, it would be even more important to 
prepare a number of governments—the more gov- 
ernments and the more influential, the better—for 
an energetic and well-informed defense, before the 
Assembly, of Jewish rights and Jewish demands. 
There is no point in speculating at this moment 
which governments might be induced to participate 
in this. In the next few months, it will be essential 
to undertake large-scale political activity in dozens of 
countries, and, in the course of that campaign itself, 
it will become clear upon whom we can rely, and 
to what extent. First of all, however, we must clarify 
among ourselves, what is the substance of our pro- 
posals to those governments whom we hope to in- 
duce to defend Jewish rights. We cannot come to 
them merely with abstract princpiles. We cannot 
win their support with vague and nebulous demands. 
We must give them a concrete, practical program 
showing how, in our opinion, the Palestine problem 





12 


can be rationally and justly solved, without sacri- 
ficing Jewish interests or destroying Jewish hopes. 


Elements of a Program 


OF WHAT should such a program consist? This is 
a question which will have to be answered by the 
highest Zionist authorities, by the full session of 
the Zionist Executive, which will begin on March 
10 in Jerusalem, and the session of the General 
Council (Actions Committee) on the 16th. 


IF ONE insists on thinking in purely formal, nar- 
rowly legalistic terms, one might say that no new 
program is necessary at all: the resolutions of the 
last Zionist Congress constitute a program, which 
embodies the feelings and will of the majority. We 
shall not now attempt a new analysis of the Basle 
resolution. We know, however, under what cir- 
cumstances those resolutions were adopted, and we 
still remember the intellectual and moral “climate” 
in which those formulations “matured.” This is not 
meant to suggest that any decisions contradictory 
in spirit to the Congress resolutions should be 
adopted in Jerusalem. However, the Basle decisions 
must now be clearly interpreted, and upon their 
foundation there must and can be worked out a 
program of political activity adapted to the new 
political situation and to the interplay of forces in 
the United Nations organization. 

It is reasonable to assume that we shall have to 
come to our friends in the new League of Nations, 
not only with a definite program, but with alter- 
native ptograms for varying circumstances. 

First of all, the Basle Congress did not bar 
negotiations with Great Britain or other govern- 
ments concerning the establishment of a Jewish 
state in a part of Palestine. An attempt to obtain 
the adoption of such a specific prohibition was made, 
but was voted down. It is now up to the Actions 
Committee, at its meeting in Jerusalem, to make it 
clear that the Executive has a positive right to negoti- 
ate concerning such a solution, whenever or with 
whomsoever it finds necessary, including direct 
negotiations (if there should be any real opportunity 
for them) with the United Nations. 

To deny the Executive this right, under present 
circumstances, would mean again to paralyze, per- 
haps with fatal effect, the leadership of the Zionist 
movement. Those who are absolutely (and, let us 
add, sincerely) opposed to partition, can no longer 
simply protest that partition is bad, or not good 
enough. None of those who are ready to agree to a 
Jewish state in part of Palestine only—nor even of 
those who believe that we must ourselves, again and 
again, openly take the initiative in demanding the 
adoption of such a solution—feels that it is an ideal 
solution. But it is high time that the categorical op- 
ponents of partition should propose a realistic plan 
of their own, showing, at least, how, under present- 
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day circumstances, we should go about the job of 
carrying through the UN a decision in favor of a 
Jewish state in the whole of Palestine; or else they 
must reconcile themselves to the idea that the estab- 
lishment of a Jewish state as an immediate demand 
must altogether be removed from the agenda for an 
indefinite period. The only conceivable alternative in 
this case would the establishment of a new, inter- 
national regime in Palestine: in other words, a 
trusteeship under the United Nations. 


Ir Is not our view that anyone who is ready to set 
aside, for a certain time, the demand of Jewish state- 
hood would be necessarily a renegade to the cause. 
But if one is to take such a position, he must be 
ready to face a lengthy period of international 
trusteeship. Even without our wishing it, moreover, 
other factors may lead to a situation in which a 
trusteeship would become objectively, for a certain 
number of years, the only way out of an impasse. 
We must, therefore, prepare ourselves now for this 
contingency also. It was this, indeed, which we had 
in mind in saying that the highest Zionist authori- 
ties should have, in approaching members of the 
United Nations, not only their own specific pro- 
gram (let us say, a Jewish state in Palestine, or 
all Palestiné as a Jewish state) but also an alter- 
native proposal for a possible interim situation. If 
a trusteeship should turn out to be the only. objec- 
tively possible temporary solution which could be 
passed through the United Nations, we must be 
prepared with an alternative program of our own 
as to the workings of that trusteeship: as to the 
relationships of the UN with the trustee (which 
as one can easily foretell without a special clairvoy- 
ant gift, would probably be the same familiar figure 
of Great Britain); as to what should be the status 
of the Jewish Agency; what should be the magni- 
tude of Jewish immigration, or according to what 
criteria should Jews be admitted to Palestine; what 
should be the guarantees for unhampered Jewish 
settlement and for the general economic develop- 
ment of the country, efc., etc. 

It was in order to prepare for such a contingency 
that we worked in San Francisco for the famous 
paragraph of the trusteeship charter which provides 
that, “. . . nothing in this charter shall be construed 
in or of itself to alter in any manner the rights what- 
soever of any states or any peoples or the terms of 
existing international instruments to which member 
States may respectively be parties.” But this clause 
in the United Nations charter merely gives us the 
juridical basis for contending that pending the 
adoption of a new trusteeship agreement or any other 
political solution for Palestine, our rights under the 
old Mandate have not been altered by provisions 
of the UN charter. If we wish to maintain these 
rights in the event of a trusteeship’s being set up 
in Palestine, we should be in a position to propose 
to our friends a draft of our own ideas concerning a 
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trusteeship agreement in Palestine, so that they may 
be prepared to defend our rights, if a trusteeship 
should turn out to be the only feasible solution at 
this time, against other drafts which might tend 
toward the liquidation of Zionism and the paralysis 
of the growth of the Yishuv. 

This does not mean that we should, ourselves, 
today, propose that Palestine be placed under trustee- 
ship. The Basle Congress, in fact, plainly stated its 
Opposition to any trusteeship scheme, an attitude for 
which it had very good reasons. At the same time, 
we must take account of possible changes beyond our 
control and not dependent upon the resolutions 
we may have adopted at the Congress. The proposal 
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to place Palestine under trusteeship may arise with- 
out our help and. against our wish, and we must 
seriously take into account the possibility that such 
a plan may prove the only way out of an impasse. 
Let us not, at least, be caught in a helpless condi- 
tion of confusion and unpreparedness. Our situation 
is too complicated—and the interplay of forces on 
the international scene too intricate—for us to be 
able to afford the luxury of thinking and acting 
along a single line only. In our preparatory work, 
before the September session of the United Nations, 
we must keep more than one road-map before our 
eyes. We must prepare, in good time, parallel plans 
for different eventualities. 


Haganah and the Terrorists 


by Ben Halpern 


F WE TAKE the front page of the New York 
Times as a reliable guide, then the aspects of 
Jewish life which are most familiar to the average 


“well-informed citizen” today are the three Jewish — 


“para-military” organizations in Palestine. The 
slaughter of six million Jews in Europe never was 
given such prominent and frequent headlines in our 
leading news organs as are the activities of these 
groups, particularly the smaller among them. 

Thus, it may be taken for granted that everyone 
knows there are three armed organizations of Jews 
in Palestine; the Haganah, the largest, of about 
sixty thousand, comprising a good portion of the 
active age-group of almost the whole population in 
Palestine, and particularly of its rural and urban 
workers; the ITzL (Irgun Tzvai Leumi), the so-called 
National Military Organization, estimated at about 
four to five thousand members; and the Lekhi (Lok- 
hamei Kheirut Israel), the so-called Fighters for 
Israel’s Freedom, better known as the Stern group, 
of several hundred men. It is generally known, also, 
that the latter two groups have declared themselves 
to be “at war” with Britain, and that they have car- 
ried out bombings, reprisal kidnappings, bank rob- 
beries, and assassinations. It is not so generally 
known what the role of the Haganah as a “re- 
sistance movement” is, though some understand that 
the “underground railroad” which brings Jewish im- 
migrants to Palestine is operated by Haganah people; 
and others have heard that the Haganah, and its 
permanently mobilized force of several thousand 
men, Palmakh (Plugot Makhatz-assault units), were 
responsible for such operations as the attacks on 
RAF airfields, and the temporary cutting off of Trans- 
jordan from Palestine by the demolition of the 
Jordan bridges. 


Complicating the situation is the existence in the 
United States of a variety of paper organizations, 
such as the American League for a Free Palestine, 
the Political Action Committee for Palestine, and oth- 
ers, who raise money for purposes vaguely and vari- 
ously defined, and declare their “moral support” of 
the “resistance movement” in Palestine. Obviously, 
whatever kind of “suport” they can muster is sup- 
port of the ITzL and Stern groups, because they freely 
apply the epithet “quisling” to the Jewish Agency 
for Palestine, the official body representing World 
Jewry under the Mandate; whereas the major Jewish 
armed organization in Palestine, the Haganah, guides 
itself in accordance with the will of Jewry at large, 
as expressed primarily through the Agency. The situ- 
ation is further obscured by a world-wide propaganda 
campaign, dominated by what Harold Laski has 
called a tone of “snarling hostility,” through which 
the British government and press decries as “ex- 
tremists” all the groups who actively oppose the 
present White Paper policy in Palestine. 

American public opinion, no less than the United 
States government, is called upon to take a position 
and assume responsibilities in this matter. On the 
one hand, the British incessantly clamor for Ameri- 
can aid in policing Palestine, as a condition for ac- 
ceding to American demands that Jewish immigrants 
be admitted to the country. At least, they urge, let 
the United States see to it that in its own territory 
the “terrorists” of Palestine should not receive aid 
and comfort; and let the United States, France, Italy, 
and other countries help England keep Jews penned 
up in Europe and prevent the Haganah from moving 
them into their National Home. On the other hand, 
the American League for a Free Palestine and the 
Political Action Committee for Palestine, through 
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broadsides of political advertising in the newspapers, 
urge the repudiation of the Jewish Agency. They 
call upon Americans to support those separatist 
“para-military organizations,” ITzL and the Stern 
group, which continually flout the Agency’s author- 
ity and defy its pleas to give up methods of resist- 
ance which are both self-defeating and offensive to 
the ethical sense of the Jewish community. Some 
Americans have already given their support to one 
or another of these conflicting demands—generally 
on the basis of no fuller information than this. 


BUT on no more information than this, Americans 
cannot know what will be the consequences—de- 
sirable or undesirable—of anything they may do. 
What are the questions which must be answered 
concerning the Haganah and the terrorists, before a 
well-grounded and responsible attitude can be taken? 


First of all, it is essential to understand why Jews 
in Palestine have at all developed such a thing as a 
“para-military organization.” What, and how pow- 
erful, are the motives that lie behind the formation 
of such bodies? What functions do they fulfill in 
relation to the current security of the Yishuv and 
the goal of ultimate security for the Jews? Only in 
the light of the answers to these questions can one 
appreciate the kind and quality of resistance which 
may be expected from the Jewish underground. 


Equally important is a second series of questions. 
Why are there three Jewish “para-military organiza- 
tions’? Who are their members, and what are their 
particular aims? Only in the light of the answers to 
these questions can one fully understand the reasons 
why each organization uses different tactics. 


Having gone thus far, we may then be prepared 
to judge what the methods of each of the groups is 
likely to lead to, and whether it is desirable that such 
consequences should be facilitated by our support. 


The Sources of Resistance 


THE question, Why have the Jews turned to self- 
defense organization at all, has particular force in 
view of thousands of years of history, during which 
passive endurance of oppression and violence have 
been characteristic of the Jews. In fact, to the unini- 
tiated observer visiting Palestine—or for that matter 
visiting the Jewish DP’s in Europe—it comes as a 
distinct surprise that Jews, in the midst of their great- 
est catastrophe, should have learned the ways of 
active resistance, and learned them so thoroughly. 


A closer acquaintance with Jewish history would 
convince any such person that the record has never 
been one simply of adherence to an exclusive prin- 
ciple of passive endurance or flight under attack. But 
it is true, also, that in the past fifty years or more, 
that is during the period of the emergence of Zion- 
ism as a dominant mass movement among Jews, 
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there has been a distinct turnabout in the current of 
Jewish reactions to persecution. 

The experiences of the past two or three genera- 
tions have been full of episodes which taught Jewish 
youth that to resist actively is not only an inescapable 
necessity but an obligation of basic self-respect. The 
historic roots of today’s Jewish resistance go back to 
the “Selbstschutz,” the Jewish self-defense organiza- 
tions organized during the government-fostered po- 
groms in Czarist Russia in the first years of the present 
century. The young men in today’s resistance move- 
ment in Palestine themselves participated vicariously 
—and many of them directly—in yesterday’s resist- 
ance, by partisans and ghetto fighters, to the “geno- 
cidal” German military and governmental machine. 
They see their duty in terms of these traditions and 
these experiences. 

The lesson most deeply impressed by these experi- 
ences of governmentally sponsored oppression has 
been not only the ineffectuality but the shamefulness 
of passivity in the face of those who would destroy 
Jews. Of this, young Jews in Palestine, and those 
who would join them there, have become unalter- 
ably convinced. Moreover, it is no longer a matter 
of poetry and the heroics of national pride, as it may 
have been in Bialik’s day—though it would be dif- 
ficult to overstate the effect of Bialik’s bitter indict- 
ment of the Jews who, during the Kishinev po- 
groms, allowed their elders to be killed, their wives 
and daughters to be ravished, while they cowered, 
praying, in their hiding places. Today’s young men 
have far more horrible object-lessons impressed upon 
their memories. They ask themselves far more deadly 
questions: Why was there no resistance at the begin- 
ning in Warsaw, when half a million Jews allowed 
themselves peaceably to be slaughtered? Why did 
resistance flare up only at the last desperate moment, 
when there was no possible hope any longer? Among 
the partisans and ghetto fighters who remained alive 
in that Inferno, all the force of life became concen- 
trated upon one grim choice: to die in a place and 
manner determined freely by oneself through resist- 
ance, instead of at the whim and pleasure of the 
enemy. The young men in Palestine are determined 
not to be crowded into such a corner: they are de- 
termined that their fight shall be well-timed, that it 
shall not come too late, that it shall be made in be- 
half of life and “the causes of life’—not for death 
with honor. And when they fight, it is with the same 
bitter determination. 

Let no one make any mistake: it is in such terms 
that—not a small or large group of ardent youth, 
but the whole Jewish community in Palestine, the 
great body of uprooted Jews in Europe, and the bulk 
of Jews everywhere see the present struggle in Pal- 
estine. In their eyes, it is a struggle for life and the 
causes of life, not for particular advantages that can 
conceivably be foregone. It is a struggle for the basic 
right of Jewish displaced persons to be considered as 
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part of their people, not as an aggregation of dis- 
carded wreckage which may be disposed of without 
regard to their own wishes. It is a struggle for the 
basic status of the Jewish people as a whole, for 
lack of which Jewish DP’s today have no home 
where they can go and live as free men. The rudi- 
ments of this status were conferred and its complete 
realization held out as a promise by the authors of 
the Balfour Declaration. Palestine Jewry has, in 
spirit, accepted the full obligations, and claims the 
full rights of the status conferred and promised. Dur- 
ing this war Palestine Jews conducted themselves in 
a manner completely unlike any other Jewish group. 
They fought on the side of the Allies as a nation 
whose particular interests were directly involved, and 
not as a minority group, bound to regard its particu- 
lar interests as subordinate to the special interests of 
its country. It was in this spirit, too, that they ap- 
proached the rescue of Jews in Europe—and there- 
fore they alone, of all outside, were directly effective 
in this work, unbound by the overriding convenience 
of others, to whom the rescue of Jews was a side- 
issue. Mr. R. H. S. Crossman is therefore completely 
right when he warns his ministerial comrades of the 
British Labor Party that in Palestine they have to 
do with a movement of national liberation; and that 
such a movement cannot be put down by punitive 
action,—but only by recognizing its vital demands. 
If these legitimate claims are not recognized, such a 
movement is capable of fighting even to the point 
of total destruction. 

We have seen during the past war to what lengths 
patriotic fanaticism can go. Sacrificial heroism, on 
both sides, took such grim forms as the Russian 
“scorched earth” policy and the Japanese suicidal as- 
sault tactics—or the British doggedness under the 
Blitz and their inspired improvizations at Dunkirk. It 
would be a grave error if anyone should imagine that 
the Jews in Palestine are not of the same mettle, that 
they could be forced to surrender their basic rights 
in Palestine in the face of a campaign of repression 
which would give them no alternative but tactics of 
last resort. The suicidal blowing up of the Patria, the 
frog-man assault on the deportation ships in Haifa 
harbor, the demolition of the Al Zib Bridge—from 
which not one man of fourteen returned—these are 
an earnest of the quality of resistance which may be 
expected from the Jews. The British themselves, dur- 
ing the desperate days when Rommel stood at the 
door of the Nile, organized Palmakh, the mobilized 
force of the Haganah, and trained it in the arts of 
sabotage and guerrilla warfare for a full-fledged 
scorched earth policy. Can anyone doubt that these 
lessons will be applied to the hilt if Britain tries to 
impose by force what all Jews in Palestine will 
agree in regarding as a policy fatal to their national 
future—the crystallization of Jewish rights in Pal- 
estine on White Paper lines, and the reduction ‘of 
the Jewish Community from the stature of a nation, 
which it has already de facto attained, to the intol- 
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erable condition of a helpless minority, laid open to 
Arab oppression, and struck down in the midst of its 
hopes to succor the uprooted and humiliated Jews 
of the danger zones in the Diaspora? 


THe HAGANAH 


Basic Strategy 


THAT Is the intensity of the resistance which any 
repression will meet. But it is equally obvious that 
at least the major Jewish resistance organization, the 
Haganah, will not give opponents the advantage of 
a frenetic and headlong violence, laying itself open 
to rapid suppression. Nor will it forfeit, by head- 
strong indifference to the views and interests of the 
whole Jewish community, the incalculable strength 
of almost universal popular support which it now 
enjoys. A fight against the Haganah will not be a 
short and sharp affray with an identifiable specific 
organization. It will be a long-drawn-out, bitter, and 
(for the British) inglorious contest against a stub- 
born, canny, and protean antagonist, who will hus- 
band every resource of strength, and whose partisans 
will include every man, women, and child in the 
Yishuv. 

The bonds of unity between the Haganah and the 
whole Jewish community have been strongly and in- 
tricately interwoven, because from the very begin- 
ning the Haganah has been the major reliance of the 
Yishuv for its own defense. From the days when 
Jewish settlement began under the Turkish rule, and 
penetrated into remote regions of the country, the 
Jews had to depend largely on their own arms and 
guardsmen for their safety. The seucrity of the coun- 
try improved under the British, but in time of trouble 
Jews learned only too well that British aid was 
tardy and ineffective in the face of attack, and that 
they would have to see to their own defense. This 
was done so thoroughly that in the 1936-39 riots not 
only did the Haganah successfully protect all Jewish 
settlements, and particularly the new outposts, estab- 
lished in dangerous areas in the midst of the guerrila 
warfare, but its men were called upon by the British 
to guard government buildings and installations, the 
railway and the pipe line. In the course of these 
duties, and during the war when its services were 
highly prized, the Haganah was given a partial and 
semi-official recognition, which it still dimly reflected 
even in the White Paper on terrorism in which the 
British government tried to justify its arrest of the 
Jewish Agency leaders on June 29th, and its at- 
tempt to smash Palmakh. Even in that document the 
government conceded that it was necessary for the 
Yishuv to have its own self-defense force, and it re- 
frained from branding the Haganah, the parent or- 
ganization of Palmakh, as specifically illegal. It is 
easy to understand how much more strongly the 
Yishuv feels the importance of its defense force, and 
how bitterly it would resist any attempt to shatter 
this firm pillar of its existence. 
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At the same time, the long experience of the 
Haganah in discharging the function of defending 
the whole Jewish community ensures that the organ- 
ization can never adopt any tactics which would 
either recklessly expose the Yishuv’s strength, both 
military and civilian, to easy and overwhelming re- 
taliation, or would forfeit the massive support of pub- 
lic opinion which the Haganah enjoys. Not only will 
the Haganah never be drawn into a stand-up fight 
against Britain’s 100,000-odd soldiers, in spite of all 
the insults and torments, official and spontaneous, 
which the army may think of to provoke it: even the 
ITz] and the Stern group understand such elementary 
wisdom. But, beyond this, in every decision to act or 
to refrain from acting, the Haganah will consider not 
only the possible “military” gains and costs, but the 
effect on the civilian economy and morale, on the 
possibilities of extending the frontiers of the Yishuv 
and increasing its numerical strength. The Haganah 
is well-schooled for resistance over the long pull. 
But, through this very fact, it is also well-equipped 
to fit into a resistance program carried out not by 
armed men alone, but by the whole civilian popula- 
tion, man, woman, and child, through methods suit- 
able to changing situations. This is what will face 
anyone who attempts to break up the Haganah. 


The Tactics of General Resistance 

THERE should be no difficulty in understanding now 
why the activities of the Haganah have been con- 
ducted upon certain strictly defined lines, and why 
their methods have so rigidly observed certain scru- 
ples of conscience, setting them apart from the un- 
limited warfare being practised by the ITzL and 
Stern groups. The major premise of the Haganah in 
planning its strategy and choosing its tactics of re- 
sistance is that the army of resistance consists not 
only of the men with weapons, but of the whole 
civilian Jewish community. Another vital premise is 
a two-fold calculation of timing: the first calcula- 
tion is that in our generation, in the Palestine of 
today, a crucial fight must be made, which will de- 
termine whether the Jewish people will revive and 
live, or continue to decline under spasms of perse- 
cution and slow attrition of morale in the Diaspora— 
and in this fight success must be attained now, for 
there is no assurance that there will be another op- 
portunity hereafter; the second calculation is that if 
the British are really determined to try to end Jewish 
hopes in Palestine, they can only be aided in their 
designs by rash and unconsidered partisan action— 
and cannot be prevented except by the ‘massive, cau- 
tious, unitary, long-drawn-out resistance of the whole 
community. The Haganah is aware, as is every Jew 
since Hitler, that there is no guarantee of success 
even in a long-drawn-out struggle. It would be best, 
therefore, if the ultimate battle of repression and 
resistance could be altogether avoided by a political 
agreement guaranteeing essential Jewish national 
rights. This may not prove possible and the ultimate 
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test of resistance may be forced. The repressive ma- 
chine can be just as determined as the resistance; 
even though the British use different methods than 
Hitler’s, the virtual destruction of the Yishuv is not 
inconceivable. But such thorough destruction would 
be easier for the British to wreak in a brief series of 
sharp, sudden operations, upon the excuse of sensa- 
tional Jewish provocation, than in a slowed-down 
conflict before the eyes of world public opinion. 
In view of these premises, the Haganah, while 
flinching from no necessary action, followed the rule 
of avoiding bloodshed by every possible precaution. 
Hardly anywhere has a political struggle called into 
play so much the influence of public opinion as the 
fight of the Jews for their national hopes in Palestine. 
Therefore, even from a purely tactical viewpoint, a 
body like the Haganah, which wishes to conduct its 
battle through the active efforts of a whole com- 
munity, must do everything possible to prevent avoid- 
able bloodshed—because of repercussions in the Jew- 
ish community itself, and in the public opinion of 
other countries upon whom Palestine’s future depends. 
It is obvious that every British soldier slain in 
Palestine injures the Zionist cause in so far as it de- 
pends on British public opinion. Ever since the Pal- 
estine problem became acute, Britain has had to de- 
cide continually whether it should look to political 
negotiation or military repression for a way out. 
When Jewish terrorists kill or kidnap British sol- 
diers in Palestine, the general impatience of the Brit- 
ish public—tired of keeping its sons under arms 
abroad long after V-Day, when manpower is so 
short in the United Kingdom that there are plans to 
bring in half a million DP workers—finds a con- 
venient target. They ignore the international politi- 
cal conjuncture and other strategic factors which in- 
duce the military to keep men in Palestine, they 
blame it all on the Jew, and they scream for a “free 
hand” for the brass hats and military anti-Semites in 
dealing with the Yishuv. Thus, every Britisher avoid- 
ably hurt helped cut off hope for a settlement by 
negotiation; it also meant providing an atmosphere 
which would incline the Cabinet to give the military 
the right of way for a Blitzkrieg against the Yishuv. 
The effect on public opinion in the United States, 
the other major outside community with a strong 
influence on Palestine’s fate, is almost equally dam- 
aging to the Zionist cause. It is true chat America 
is not so directly involved: it is not American soldiers 
who are policing Palestine, and hence reprisal kill- 
ings are viewed more dispassionately. It is even true 
that the Jewish case reaches public attention—that 
is, gets front page headlines — most effectively 
through such violence. But whatever “respect” Jews 
may gain in this way from the American public, re- 
sponsive as it is to violence, does us little specific 
good, while its concomitant effects do us essential 
harm. If American “respect” for the Jews as fighters 
goes up a notch or two through the exploits of the 
terrorists, it can hardly stimulate the Yishuv to fight 
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harder than the situation itself would. The only real 
help the Yishuv can get from American public opin- 
ion is that it might restrain the British from ex- 
tremes of ruthlessness in their campaign of repres- 
sion. But when Jewish groups themselves resort to 
ferocious reprisals, they may draw attention to them- 
selves, but they also muddy the moral picture. In 
such a situation, where the aggressor is no longer 
clearly spotlighted, because his manner of fighting is 
aped by his victim, American public opinion will 
watch interestedly from the sidelines, but feel no urge 
to go in and enforce the Marquis of Queensberry 
rules against the bigger fellow, who is fighting dicty. 

But the most important consideration (other than 
the very active scruples of conscience of their own 
members) which makes the Haganah avoid harming 
British personnel wherever possible are the reper- 
cussions such acts are bound to have in the Jewish 
community in Palestine itself. For, any effort of sac- 
rificial proportions, such as Jewish resistance may 
involve, requires a deep sense of the justice of one’s 
cause. When the army which becomes responsible for 
such an effort is a whole community, and not a select 
body of fanatics and zealots, that sense of fighting in 
a just cause must be sustained by the most scrupulous 
ethical examination of every tactical operation in the 
struggle. Generally, it is the community, not only 
the terrorists, who suffer from British acts of retali- 
ation. If the Yishuv is to suffer with unbroken morale, 
it must be firmly and generally convinced that the 
active partisans of the Jewish cause have not simply 
been vindictive in their struggle, but that their deeds, 
for which the community suffers, have been such 
alone as are necessary and unavoidable in defending 
and advancing the basic rights upon which the whole 
community stands. 


Immigration, Colonization, Security 

THIs 1S also the major consideration which deter- 
mines the fields of activity in which the Haganah 
has operated as a resistance movement. Primarily, 
the Haganah has sworn to defend the Jewish com- 


‘munity against physical attack and to secure its ex- 


pansion in those fields where growth is essential to 
the existence and meaning of the Jewish National 
Home. Upon these aims, there is universal agree- 
ment in the Yishuv: that the Haganah must always 
be well enough armed and adequately prepared to 
repulse any physical attack against Jews; that col- 
Onization must go on without interruption; and 
that immigration must proceed “as of right and not 
on sufferance.” The Haganah, in discharging its re- 
sponsibilities for securing these ends, also comands 
the universal support and cooperation of the Yishuv, 
as well as of Jews all over the world. 


THE PRIMARY resistance activity of the Haganah 
today takes place outside of Palestine—and it has to 
do with so-called “illegal immigration.” Concentra- 
tion on this activity is not something new for the 
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Haganah. Its present role is a direct continuation 
of rescue work conducted by Haganah people and by 
Zionist youth groups in Europe during the war, and 
even earlier, when immigration restrictions, fore- 
shadowing the White Paper, combined with the in- 
creasing pressure on Jews in Europe to create the 
necessity for extraordinary immigration methods. 
During the war an extensive underground net- 
work was brought into being by Zionist youth groups, 
and with the cooperation of other Jews as well as 
non-Jewish anti-Nazis and men of decency. In a 
heroic effort to thwart the Hitler scheme of geno- 
cide, this ramified organization forged documents for 
Jews, found hiding places and Gentile disguises, 
maintained Jewish children in secret refuges, organ- 
ized the ghetto resistance, and, above all, shifted tens 
of thousands of Jews from one country to another, 
from places of greater to places of lesser danger, or 
even to places of complete safety outside the zone 
under Nazi control. Belatedly, the United States, 
through its War Refugee Board, and some of the 
British diplomatic missions assisted in this work of 
rescue—for which they reaped immediate rewards in 
the shape of some of the most reliable intelligence 
reports to come out of Southeastern Europe. But the 
Yishuv’s participation in the rescue work began 
(without anyone’s authorization) at the first warning 
of danger and continued through to the end. The 
Yishuv sent unofficial emissaries into Europe, in ad- 
dition to those leaders of the Hekhalutz movement 
(the Palestine-led Diaspora reserve corps of pioneers ) 
who could have escaped, but chose to remain at their 
posts and conduct the rescue work. After long nego- 
tiations, the Haganah got official permission from 
British Army quarters to send parachutist detach- 
ments for double assignments of pro-Allied sabotage 
and intelligence and of Jewish rescue work. Moreover, 
the regular Jewish Palestine units in the British Army 
regarded it as their duty wherever they were, whether 
in North Africa or in Italy, to assume, in addition to 
their ordinary military tasks, the responsibility for 
bringing rescue and relief to Jews in liberated coun- 
tries. The most elaborate activity in this regard was 
developed by the Jewish Brigade, the major Jewish 
military unit, sent into action, after years of British 
delay, in the last months of the war in Europe. 
After the war, the rescue work went on in the 
same spirit and almost with the same methods as 
before, and was conducted by a similar combination 
of spontaneous leadership among the surviving Jews 
(particularly from the Zionist youth groups), with 
representatives of the Jewish community of Palestine. 
Under post-war conditions, the participation of Pal- 
estine in aiding the migration became far more im- 
portant, especially in the final phases of the trip to 
Palestine. Even though hostilities were ended, the 
migration of Jews to Palestine had to contend with 
obstacles on a war-time scale. Britain threw naval and 
air-squadrons into a tight blockade of the Palestine 
coast, and backed these with a radar network to 


‘ 





18 


locate blockade-runners, and depth-bomb screens 
from destroyers and PT boats, to seal off Haifa har- 
bor from would-be rescuers of immigrants taken at 
sea. In international bodies like UNRRA and the 
UN General Assembly’s subcommittee on refugees, 
Great Britain made a fight against the rights of Jew- 
ish refugees, equalled in illiberality and callousness 
only by the Soviet Union’s attack on the DP’s who 
refused repatriation to the East—and without the 
Soviet excuse that the persons in question included 
collaborationists and war criminals. In the British 
zone of Germany, Jewish refugees from Poland were 
“discouraged” by starvation, and everywhere else in 
Europe, whenever possible, Great Britain used its 
power as an occupation authority, or its influence as 
a desirable ally, to keep Jews imprisoned in Europe. 

If in spite of these obstacles, hundreds of thou- 
sands of Jews poured out of pogrom-ridden Poland 
and Eastern Europe to the vantage points of West- 
ern Europe; if in the last year over 25,000 immi- 
grants, that the British know of, were shipped to 
Palestine; if hardly an independent country in the 
world, except members of the Arab League, has lifted 
a finger to prevent or raised its voice in response to 
British urging to condemn these epic movements: 
it is not only because it constituted a magnificent 
assertion by a whole united people of its national 
right to live, to which only purblind self-interest 
could refuse due recognition, but because no acts of 
indiscipline and irresponsibility were permitted to 
blur the ethical, and legal, justness and rightness— 
and the objective necessity—of this cause. We will 
never know how close the slanders of the General 
Morgans and the devious maneuvers of the Arab 
League may have come to inducing others to join 
Britain in stopping the flow; but if they have not 
succeeded, it is only thanks to a policy on the part of 
the Yishuv, and particularly the Haganah, bearing 
direct responsibility, which guaranteed not only the 
support of all Zionists for this project, but of virtu- 
ally all Jews, including organizations professedly out- 
side the Zionist fold, even unconnected with the Jew- 
ish Agency—as well as the most representative 
figures of Christian humanitarianism. 

The Haganah enjoyed a similar general backing 
on the part of the Yishuv for specific operations as- 
sociated with the “illegal immigration.” There was 
scarcely a Jew whose heart did not beat faster with 
pride when, after an attempt to blow up coast-guard 
radar stations failed because of a warning to British 
personnel to leave for their safety’s sake, Jews re- 
turned to the same place, and after the same precau- 
tion to avoid bloodshed, successfully destroyed this 
pillar of the anti-immigration patrol; or when bold 
“frog-men” crippled the British deportation ships in 
the Haifa harbor. Only full civil cooperation and im- 
plicit confidence by the Yishuv made possible the 
whole smooth system, in effect since 1939, for swift 
hiding of immigrants once they were safely landed. 
The cooperation of the Yishuv reached its peaks in 
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repeated general strikes, called at the shortest of 
notice; in the swift mobilization of thousands of un- 
armed civilians to any village when it was necessary 
to frustrate British searches for refugees, who had 
been landed offshore, or been set free from Atlit 
detention camp in a daring Haganah coup; and in 
the hunger strike declared when the Italians were 
forced by the British to hold an emigrant ship. 


THE SAME universal support of the Yishuv was ac- 
corded to every operation by the Haganah which 
was intended to further the aims of continued col- 
onization. Even before the White Paper land regula- 
tions virtually banned colonization in a great part 
of the country, the British tried to discourage the ex- 
tension of Jewish settlement. During the 1936-39 
fighting, the British security forces more than once 
advised Jews that they were not inclined to assume 
additional burdens as a result of the establishment of 
new Jewish settlements in exposed areas. These areas 
frequently happened to be in zones regarded as likely 
to be closed to Jews by expected political decisions. 
The techniques of setting up defensible new encamp- 
ments in a single day, and all the secrecy surround- 
ing these operations in the 1936-39 period, was 
adopted not only out of regard to the danger from 
Arab bands, but in some part also to forestall British 
obstruction. The new settlements, now being founded 
under Haganah auspices, by the same technique, on 
Jewish land in the Negev (a prohibited zone for new 
land purchases under the White Paper), fall into 
much the same category: the secrecy and speed of 
the operations are determined in even greater degree 
by the wish to avoid British interference. In all these 
activities, the Yishuv sees the most meaningful form 
of resistance to the White Paper policy. 

Its firm support for such resistance found expres- 
sion in the Biryah incident. This was a case when the 
British attempted to destroy an outpost settlement 
which was hardly established. The excuse for the 
British action was a shooting which occurred in a 
nearby Arab Legion camp (situated in Western Pal- 
estine, though the troops are Transjordanian) when, 
according to Haganah sources, Legionnaires on guard 
duty were frightened by a stray dog and opened fire, 
wounding not only the dog but some of their own 
comrades. In any case, the dog’s bloodstains were fol- 
lowed back to Biryah, where a search was made and 
some arms were found. Even thought no further at- 
tempt was made to connect the handful of Biryah 
settlers with the shooting at the Arab Legion camp, 
the whole group was arrested, leaving no one to work 
its fields, and the camp was occupied by British forces, 
who destroyed the few village buildings. Taking up 
this challenge on the basic issue of colonization, the 
Haganah sent a detachment of men to set up the 
village anew in the faces of the British encampment. 
When they, too, were forcibly removed, a large- 
scale trek of Haganah men, together with civilian vol- 
unteers, old and young alike, from the nearby town 
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of Safed, went up to reoccupy Biryah—without arms. 
A serious clash threatened, but at last the British 
backed down in the face of the complete unity of the 
Yishuv in so basic and just a cause. 


THE MATTER of protecting Haganah arms is some- 
thing upon which the Yishuv has long since reached 
a definite and firm resolution: those arms will not be 
surrendered till the Yishuv achieves its ultimate se- 
curity, and the political goal, whatever concrete shape 
it may assume, which will guarantee ultimate security 
in the eyes of the majority of the Jewish people. 
Palestinian Jews withstood torture once before under 
the Turks during World War I and would not give 
up their arms. Today, when the gang leaders of the 
Mufti’s Axis-collaborationist crew are one by one 
being brought back to Palestine and placed in power 
over Arabs; when the “Arab armies” parade openly 
in uniform without government action against them, 
and the Mufti’s strong-arm men have already re- 
newed their murders among the Arab opposition; 
when British soldiers not only “punish” Jews and 
show them “contempt” while on duty, but beat up 
lone passersby or conduct organized riots in their 
spare time: today the whole community will resist 
in every possible way all efforts to disarm or break up 
the Haganah, or any of its parts. 

The British attitude to the Haganah has been 
marked by the most extreme changes. Even at the 
lowest degree of recognition so far reached, in the 
recent White Paper on terrorism, the London gov- 
ernment did not specically brand the Haganah per 
se as an illegal and undesirable organization: it con- 
fined itself to condemning Palmakh. At the highest 
degree of recognition of the Haganah, during the 
fighting of 1936-39 and during the most critical days 
of World War II in the Suez Canal zone, when 
Haganah cooperation with the British Army was not 
only accepted but on occasion solicited—the British 
never allotted Haganah an adequate supply of so- 
called “legal” arms. In the forays the Haganah con- 
ducted in Syria, for example, when they were asked 
by the British to lead the way in that invasion, the 
Jewish advance guard was asked to supply itself from 
its store of “illegal” arms. 

No sooner was the Arab revolt of 1936-39 brought 
under control, than a number of Wingate’s Jewish 
aides were arrested when discovered by Arab Legion- 
naires as they were going through additional training. 
No sooner was the threat of Rommel beaten back, 
than a series of searches for arms began in Jewish 
colonies, on the pretext of seeking deserters from the 
Polish Army, or on other pretexts, and an arms-smug- 
gling trial was staged in which the very people who 
at that moment were organizing parachutist units 
for the British secret service were branded as a men- 
ace to the Allies. 

The continuing arms searches in Jewish villages 
had very little success, until the raids of the Black 
Saturday of June 29th, when the Yagur cache was 
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found. The military operations of June 29th had a 
variety of objectives; that phase of the raids which 
was directed against the labor farm settlements had 
two very clear goals: to break up Palmakh, and per- 
haps also the Haganah as a whole, and to seize the 
hidden arms of the Haganah. The first aim was en- 
tirely frustrated by the mass passive resistance of the 
settlements. The British dragged away, man by man, 
the whole adult male population of a number of vil- 
lages, but the refusal of the detained persons to iden- 
tify themselves defeated the army's plans to single 
out Palmakh men. The leadership and organization 
of Palmakh and of the Haganah remained intact. The 
bulk of their arms, also, defied discovery, the only 
considerable find being that at Yagur.. 

Even though only women and children were left 
at Yagur when the British proceeded to dig up the 
arsenal, the reports written by women from there are 
full of bitter self-reproach that, in conformity with 
orders, they did not make some more active effort to 
prevent the seizure of the weapons after they were 
discovered. And if the British succeed, in future 
searches, in reaching arsenals, one cannot be con- 
fident that the Yishuv will allow them to carry away 
their loot intact and unharmed. 


The Haganah “Warnings” 

IN ADDITION to the three fields of activity outlined 
above, Haganah resistance assumed a fourth form. 
For the whole period of the war, the Jewish com- 
munity, while continuing to stand on the three prin- 
ciples of immigration, colonization, and self-defense, 
cooperated in exemplary fashion with Great Britain 
in the fight against Hitler and did not press their gen- 
eral quarrel against Britain’s illegal and iniquitous 
White Paper regime in Palestine. Jews were repeat- 
edly told, by Roosevelt as well as by Churchill, that 
this patience would be rewarded after Victory, when 
justice would be done to the Jews. The most explicit 
and far-reaching promises in this regard were made 
by the British Labor Party, whose leaders continued 
to insist that they had never recognized the White 
Paper as a definitive policy—a position they still 
have the gall to maintain today. After the Labor Party 
took office in Palestine, the Haganah continued for 
a while to wait—but with mounting impatience. 
From the very beginning clear warnings had been 
given to the British that the Jewish community would 
resist, passively and actively, any postwar regime pat- 
terned on the White Paper, or calculated to liquidate 
the position of de facto nationhood which the Yishuv 
had already attained. It now seemed increasingly clear 
that the continued delays and evasions of the British 
were intended to bring about precisely this end: to 
wear out the Jewish displaced persons and refugees 
in Europe and break their determinations to reach 
Palestine; to cement agreements secretly being forged 
with Arab League countries and with the returning 
Mufti cohorts, at a time when Jewish Agency repre- 
sentatives had not once been given an opportunity to 
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see the new ministers; and to undermine the economic 
strength and political discipline of the Jews, the 
sources of their resistance, and the bulwarks of their 
insistence on their national rights. In Haganah circles, 
and in the Yishuv generally, the feeling grew from 
day to day that it was up to the resistance movement 
to break this magic circle of evasions by positive ac- 
tions, to use the Yishuv’s security force as an instru- 
ment-of pressure in order to warn Britain that Jew- 
ish patience was wearing thin, and to demonstrate 
what might be the character and effect of Jewish op- 
position to any status in Palestine which would rob 
them of their rights. 

Haganah operations of this nature were put into 
effect in a series of striking coups, chiefly following 
Ernest Bevin’s first statement of policy on Palestine, 
which confirmed the worst fears of those who fore- 
saw an out-and-out betrayal by the Labor government 
of its pre-election promises on Palestine. The crip- 
pling, through coordinated attacks, of the Palestine 
railways, the raid on British airfields, the demolition 
of all the Jordan bridges (preventing the transfer of 
Arab troops to Palestine to participate in the planned 
attack on the Yishuv, which the Haganah had made 
public weeks before it was put into effect)—these 
were deliberate demonstrations by the Haganah that 
Jews were determined, and to a significant extent were 
prepared, to make very difficult the use of Palestine as 
a British military base, if a policy were followed— 
either through a specific political decision or through 
the equally effective method of adopting no decision, 
but in the meantime enforcing the White Paper prin- 
ciples—which the Yishuv would regard as fatal to 
its national future. 

This was certainly an adventurous use of the Hag- 
anah, and one which did not command as universal 
support as the other activities. That it was shortly 
followed by the British June 29th raids was the result 
of many causes, in addition to the new Haganah “ac- 
tivism”; but no one will deny that, in a considerable 
degree, the British attempt to crush Palmakh came 
as a reply to what the military naturally regarded as 
this Haganah challenge. It is hard to judge the results 
since then. The Palmakh was not destroyed, or even 
considerably injured. The British stopped short, for 
a while at least, at the first phase of their plan of 
repression; but the other phases, directed more sharply 
against the community at large, were held ostenta- 
tiously in reserve, as was the general threat of making 
the Palestine question a purely military affair—as it 
was temporarily, on June 29th. On the other hand, 
the British now for the first time began really to in- 
clude Jews in their political discussions on Palestine 
— and they were forced to reckon primarily with 
the Jewish Agency and its freely chosen leadership. 
This should be discounted, however, in the light of 
the fact that these discussions have yielded no sign 
that the dominant voices in the British Cabinet are 
ready to think seriously of any formula, recognizing 
the Jewish right to national existence, which is even 
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remotely likely to be acceptable to Jews in principle. 

After June 29th there was a cessation of the dem- 
onstrations of Haganah “activism.” It would be 
folly for anyone to try to interpret this as a sign that 
there has been an overhelming revulsion of feeling 
in the Yishuv against the admitted risks of this strat- 
egy. On the contrary, though “activism” remains the 
only distinctly controversial aspect of Haganah prac- 
tice, it is likely that its supporters today are, if any- 
thing, a clearly larger majority of the Yishuv, and cer- 
tainly a more concretely proven majority, on the basis 
of the Zionist elections and interparty conventions, 
than before June 29th. But the period since June 
29th has been one of active political negotiations, 
and in view of the fact that to bring this about was 
one of the aims of activism, obviously a cessation of 
these acts was in order. Secondly, since June 29th 
complete military control of Palestine, and the cor- 
relative final abandonment of any attempt at politi- 
cal understanding with the Jews, has always been an 
imminent possibility. Once this threshold was crossed, 
the Haganah would have to be prepared not for 
warnings and demonstrations of their potential men- 
ace to the army, but for putting the matter to the 
final test. After June 29th, the day of old-style token 
“activism,” used as a political argument, was over. 
The warning had been given and the argument 
made. If the Haganah should again resort to large- 
scale “activism” in the near future, it will be because 
the British Army will have initiated the full-scale 
struggle. This the Haganah itself will try to avoid; 
but if it comes, the Haganah will bear it with stub- 
born endurance, with bitter determination, and with 
the full support—unpredictable in its concrete mani- 
festations but nonetheless decisive in the long run— 
of the: Jewish community everywhere. 


ITzZL AND THE STERN GROUP 


Revisionist Background 

IN ADDITION to the Haganah, there are, of course, 
the two other, minor, armed organizations, which, 
because of the publicity they have obtained abroad, 
are perhaps more familiar to the newspaper-reading 
public. Nevertheless, there is still much room for 
further enlightenment on the very same questions we 
have discussed in relation to the Haganah: Why are 
chere these “para-military” organizations, who are 
they, and how do they function? There is also needed 
a specific consideration of one more question: Why 
are there three “para-military” organizations and 
what are the consequences to be expected as a result 
of this state-of-affairs? 

We have mentioned earlier that one of the essen- 
tial aspects of Zionism was that it meant in every 
phase of Jewish life a stronger tendency to positive 
and direct action in the face of attack, and a les- 
sening of the reliance upon passive endurance, eva- 
sion, flight, and other indirect methods of resistance. 





ab 























Marcu, 1947 


There is, as is only natural, a wing of the Zionist 
movement which has transformed this change in 
tendency into a matter of rigid principle, and even- 
tually into an ever-stricter and ever-narrower “mono- 
lithic” exclusive dogma. That wing is, of course, the 
Revisionist movement and its various offshoots. 

The official Revisionist movement concentrated 
its attention upon diplomacy and political action as 
the solely worthy and solely effective methods of 
resistance (if one may apply this term on a broad 
historic plane) toward those trends which were lead- 
ing to a decline in the Diaspora, and as the true for- 
mula for setting up a new epoch in Jewish history 
by the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine. 
The Revisionists disdained any gradual approach to 
the Jewish State, and insisted that a complete diplo- 
matic victory must be the immediate goal. Where 
Herzl had urged that as the first order of Zionist 
business a charter for colonization must be obtained, 
in order to make possible large-scale resettlement 
rather than the minor infiltration which was taking 
place in his day, always hampered and endangered 
by lack of Turkish authorization, the Revisionists 
now insisted (after such a Charter was granted in the 
form of the Balfour Declaration) that, not the Jews, 
but the Mandatory must be directly responsible for 
the success of Jewish colonization. Accordingly the 
Revisionists demanded that the Mandatory must, from 
the very beginning, stipulate specifically that all of 
Palestine, east and west of the Jordan, was to become 
a Jewish State, and thus also assume full responsi- 
bility for bringing this about by whatever drastic 
methods might prove necessary. Great Britain showed 
no signs of taking such an attitude, and other Jews 
accepted the flexible formula of the Jewish National 
Home, and hence also assumed the primary responsi- 
bility for filling it with meaning by practical coloni- 
zation in Palestine. Thus they created the de facto 
basis which today exists for recognizing a Jewish 
State. The Revisionists had no share in this work; 
instead in the Zionist Congress they continued to 
insist on a political formula which would force the 
issue of whether Britain would agree or refuse to re- 
define its responsibilities in the way the Revisionists 
wished. And when they despaired of gaining British 
agreement to their formula, they began to think of 
other “diplomatic victories” which might gain their 
end: such as, transferring the Mandate to Poland, or, 
more recently, to the United Nations. 

From the very beginning of Revisionism, there was 
also a romantic preference for that handmaiden 
of diplomacy—arms: for if it was a matter of prin- 
ciple that the direct action route was the true way 
to the redemption of Israel, then the most proper 
symbol of the Zionist was the soldier. As we have 
shown, other Zionists also took up the instruments 
of force; but without the same exclusive concentra- 
tion and doctrinaire narrowness. Their espousal of 
the ethics of self-defense was brought about through 
their healthy contact with the organically changing 
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consensus of opinion of the Jewish community at 
large—which they, to be sure, as pioneers antici- 
pated and led. 

The Revisionists soon drove their distorted “mon- 
olithic” version of Zionism into the blind alley 
of separatism. They became completely estranged 
from and bitterly hostile to the constructive ma- 
jority of the Zionist movement, which refused to 
accept their fetishistic doctrine of “direct action” or 
the schizoid, jingoist nationalism which the Revision- 
ists made out of the liberating principle of Hess and 
Pinsker, Herzl and Akhad Haam. Specifically, not 
having any other outlet for the impulses of ag- 
gression fostered by Revisionist parade-militarism, 
these para-fascist organizations turned their energies 
into a fight to “smash” the socialist, humanistic, or- 
ganic Zionists, and particularly the major bulwark 
of the growing de facto Jewish state, the General 
Federation of Jewish Workers, the Histadrut. Some 
among them took up the tradition of the Sicariz, the 
most ruthless of the zealots during the fall of the 
Second Temple, who turned their daggers against 
Jews who differed from them, before they offered 
their own breasts to the swords of the Roman Legion- 
naires. Whatever legitimate doubt there may be 
whether it was actually the Revisionist accused who 
killed the great labor leader, Arlosoroff, there can be 
no doubt that the kind of indoctrination Revisionist 
young men were then getting would naturally lead 
to such acts. About the strike-breaking, or Histadrut- 
breaking-campaign of the Revisionists there is no 
possible question: they gloried in it. 


Character and Tactics 

THE TWO terrorist organizations, ITzL and the Stern 
group, are not directly affiliated with the official Re- 
visionist movement. They were originally separatist 
offshoots from it; and the Revisionist Party at the last 
Zionist Congress plainly repudiated them. That the 
Revisionists should have such offshoots is natural to 
the development of an essentially sectarian body. 
Revisionism itself followed the course of its manifest 
destiny when it left the World Zionist Organization 
before the 1935 Congress. It was equally natural that 
in their period of organizational isolation from the 
Zionist movement, which ended only at the latest 
Congress in December, 1946, the Revisionists should 
suffer further splits and splinter-formations, like any 
sectarian body. But by the time the Revisionists de- 
cided to return once more to the World Zionist Or- 
ganization and submit to its discipline, their chief 
offshoots, the ITzL and Sternist “para-military or- 
ganizations,” had gone so far in the defiance of the 
authority of the Yishuv, that they could no longer 
be brought back with the parent political body; 
even though there is no question that a number 
of the approximately 25,000 Revisionist voters at 
the last election in Palestine were ITzL members, 
and it is equally clear that the short truce declared 
by ITzL was intended to “give the Congress a chance” 
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to accord Revisionism a leading place in the Zionist 
Executive. 

The ITzl and Stern groups are composed and re- 
cruited differently from the Haganah. As the recog- 
nized defense agency of the Yishuv, the Haganah, 
since the war, was regarded as one of the accepted 
channels of “national service” (including enlistment 
in the British army, or a period of farming or other 
essential work) for which the Yishuv carried out a 
kind of informal “conscription’—or, to be more 
exact, a voluntary mobilization. The Haganah thus 
is representative of every group in the Yishuv. If 
there is any group predominant in it, it is the popu- 
lation of the labor settlements, who, being most 
exposed to attack, are virtually all members of the 
Haganah, and who are disproportionately repre- 
sented in Palmakh—a volunteer corps—just as they 
were in the Jewish Brigade and in every pioneer 
effort of the Yishuv. 

The Stern group, on the other hand, is made up 
of about two hundred extremists, desperate men, 
ready to kill or to be killed at the word of their lead- 
ers. It is believed that some expert guerilla fighters 
from among the European Jewish former partisans 
have joined them. 

The ITzL have tried to ape the Haganah’s meth- 
ods of recruiting to the extent at least that they have 
endeavored to force schoolboys approaching the age 
of national service to do placard-posting and other 
jobs for them, instead of farm work or Haganah 
service. Symptomatic though this effort may be, the 
fact remains that the several thousand members of 
ITzL represents a very special part of the Yishuv. To- 
gether with its original Revisionist core, the ITzL, 
in its efforts to become a large-scale movement, has 
drawn in large numbers of young people in late 
adolescence, particularly from among the most bit- 
terly poverty-stricken and socially neglected strata of 
the Oriental Jewish communities. 

The membership of these two organizations de- 
termines to a large extent the kind of tactics they 
must employ, if they wish to pursue the way of 
“direct action” at all. Obviously, a small group like 
the Sternists can only carry out “military operations” 
dependent upon individual daring, like assassina- 
tions or sabotage. The ITzL is larger, and has tried 
one or two demonstrations, like those of Palmakh 
and the Haganah, to show the British Army that 
they, too, can become a significant threat to the 
security of the British base. They are obviously 
neither strong enough nor well enough organized to 
carry out such attacks efficiently, and they have 
“succeeded” best in such acts of individual daring as 
the bombing of the King David Hotel. 

Naturally, cut off as they are from the Jewish 
community as a whole, neither group can effectively 
carry out any of the fundamental Haganah resist- 
ance functions, such as organizing and defending 
newly established outpost colonies, or above all, “‘il- 
legal” immigration. In the beginning of “illegal” 
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immigration (known as Aliyah Bet), in the late 
1930's, when it did not have present day barriers 
to contend with and could be carried on as a sort of 
“private enterprise,” Revisionist groups participated 
in this movement to an extent. But in the period 
since the war-time Jew-hunt of the Nazis until today, 
Aliyah Bet has become an undertaking of such pro- 
portions that only the organized cooperation of the 
whole Jewish community can carry it out success- 
fully. Hence, according to the unimpeachable testi- 
mony of the Haganah underground radio (which, in- 
deed, no ITzL spokesman dared deny), not a single 
person among the thousands brought into Palestine 
by Aliyah Bet since the war owed his rescue to ITzL 
supporters. It is true that some of the paper organi- 
zations in the United States who give “moral sup- 
port” to the Palestine “resistance fighters’—not re- 
ferring to the Haganah, of course—have strongly 
suggested in printed statements that contributions to 
their treasuries help to transport Jews to Palestine. 
Following the flat denial by Haganah sources that 
this has been the case, we heard that a boat had been 
purchased, renamed the “S. S. Ben Hecht,” and sent 
to join a large repatriation fleet (not financed by Ben 
Hecht & Co., though this is not mentioned in their 
press releases) in a French port. But it is hardly 
conceivable that the Haganah organizers of Aliyah 
Bet could show the requisite degree of confidence in 
the sponsors of this well-advertised boat, whose jour- 
ney is spotlighted before its first passenger has even 
been registered—and whose ties with ITzL cut it 
off from any possibility of loyal cooperation, under 
present conditions, with the united Yishuv. 


The Treat of Civil War 


THE RELATIONS of the ITzL and Stern groups with 
the Yishuv are not merely a matter of willful sep- 
aratism: there is a sharp and serious conflict, par- 
ticularly in the case of the ITzL. 

This is, first of all, a direct consequence of the 
terrorist tactics which are resorted to by the ITzL 
and Stern groups. Terrorism has a logic of its own: 
it leads automatically to reprisals and counter-re- 
prisals, in ever-widening circles. Actually, the two 
terrorist groups began their career of “punishing the 
enemies of Israel” against Arabs, not against the 
British. During the 1936-39 riots, the Haganah, 
strictly following the rule of the Yishuv’s defense 
forces since early days not to allow blood-feuds with 
the Arabs to develop, adopted and held to a policy 
of havlagah—self-restraint—strict avoidance of in- 
discriminate reprisals. In the latter part of this pe- 
riod, the Irgun Tzvai Leumi appeared on the scene 
and broke havlagah by such acts as bombing Arab 
market places, and taking reprisals against chance 
Arabs, The war put an end to the 1936-39 fighting 
before this could lead to a spiral of reciprocal vio- 
lence; but now the ITzL and Stern groups are fol- 
lowing the same fatal paths with the British. 

The terrorist method very rarely has much sense, 
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and in Palestine today it can have no meaning ex- 
cept on the general assumption that it may be pos- 
sible to frighten an Empire into good behavior by 
punishing its local representatives. But even this 
rationale was superseded very speedily, particularly 
in the case of the Stern group, by the fatal mechanism 
of the vendetta. The Stern group is named after a 
dead leader whom the British police are accused of 
having murdered; the name signalizes the importance 
that the motive of vengeance plays among these peo- 
ple. It is no longer a matter of punishing the British 
in order to cause them to give up their wicked poli- 
cies toward the Jews; it is a matter of avenging the 
torture and killing of ITzL and Stern group people. 
And this goes on in total disregard of the good or 
harm it may do to the Jewish community, directly or 
ultimately. In consequence one has curfews and 
searches and detentions and other evils, suffered by 
the Yishuv in the name of vengeance for ITzL and 
Stern group martyrs—martyrs with whose basic aims 
the Yishuv sympathizes and whose barbarously im- 
posed suffering it resents, but whose revenge it will 
never consent to see given precedence over the vital 
interests of the Jewish people itself. To the Stern 
group, the attitude of the Yishuv means little or 
nothing. The ITzL, with its para-fascist dreams of 
political hegemony, tries harder to justify itself to 
the public. It explains that, under international law 
and customs, armies at war—even civil war—are ex- 
pected to observe certain humane standards regard- 
ing the treatment of prisoners of war. When these 
are violated, reprisals are in order, according to in- 
ternational law. But these explanations help tittle, 
because British counter-reprisals hit the Yishuv, not 
only ITzL, and the clever argumentation does not 
soothe the wound. Yet, despite public resentment, 
ITzL too is caught up in the vicious circle of re- 
prisals, and continues its kidnappings and floggings 
and other “punishments,” hardly considering cost 
or consequence. 

There are even more direct conflicts between the 
terrorists and the Yishuv. In the tradition of ter- 
rorist organizations, the ITzL and Stern groups 
finance their activities by extortion and robbery, hit- 
ting the Yishuv. They also impress into their service 
for specific operations unwilling Jews—chiefly taxi- 
drivers and school-children. Recently they have be- 
come continually bolder in these actions, and the 
Yishuv has become more and more impatient. The 
National Council (Vaad Leumi) has specifically re- 
solved that the Yishuv will no longer tolerate these 
aggressions by an inner foe, and stronger resistance 
has now begun to be offered against the ITzL 
acts. The first violent clashes have already occurred 
as a result, and unless ITzL reconsiders its practices, 
more serious clashes will certainly follow. 

But there is an even more serious and basic con- 
flict than these. The Stern group is practically a pure 
terrorist group, and does not pay any attention to 
political conjunctures. The ITzL, on the other hand, 
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is much more fascist in conception, and has always 
before its eyes the objective of seizing power in the 
Jewish community. Towards this end, it deliberately 
plans its operations—not in line with any strategic 
plan with respect to the British, for only the whole 
community could do this, but in terms of a plan to 
discredit the Jewish Agency, and disrupt the strategy 
of the Jewish Agency’s political efforts to save the 
Jewish cause. The King David Hotel bombing, at a 
time when the British seemed to be wavering between 
repression and negotiation, the kidnapping of British 
civilians during the informal British-Jewish discus- 
sion in London, and numerous other sensational 
coups were so timed that they could only have been 
intended to cut off any attempt at a compromise that 
could keep the Yishuv out of the war the ITzL had 
long sinced declared.* 


In spite of this vicious and impudent challenge, 
in spite of this most dangerous mischief, the Yishuv 
has long refrained from precipitating a civil war in 
Jewish Palestine—with the British and Arabs both 
standing by to seize any such opportunity. The Yishuv 
and the Agency definitely refused the repeated Brit- 
ish demand to turn over ITzL and Stern members to 
the police—and will certainly continue to do so, as 
long as the British police are being used in Palestine 
to enforce the White Paper policy. But the Yishuv 
has also refrained from direct action of its own to 
repress the ITzL. 


There are many reasons, aside from the immedi- 
ate perils attending internal conflict, why the Yishuv 
has shown the ITzL and Stern groups such extraor- 
dinary tolerance. The Yishuv is almost a de facto 
nation, but the difference between this “almost” and 
“quite,” between “de facto” and ‘de jure” is a crucial 
one. The Yishuv operates with astounding unity and 
discipline in emergencies. It is able to do so because it 
practices the most extreme patience and tolerance of 
minority opinion and minority initiative at all other 
times. Once before, after a show of force, the Yishuv 
was able to find a compromise which brought even 
ITzL and the Stern group more or less under national 
discipline. Every resource of ingenuity and patience 
will be exhausted before this way is finally aban- 
doned. 


But the Yishuv may now be facing its supreme 
emergency. And in this critical hour, the ITzL is 
not even waiting to be whipped into line: some, at 
least, of its adherents are challenging a test of force, 
by arson and reprisal kidnappings against labor and 
Haganah people! How far the support they are get- 
ting from unthinking Americans is responsible for 
this insolent assurance, is a matter of conjecture. 
Whether they will go so far in their suicidal arro- 
gance as to declare openly for Peter Bergson’s “gov- 
ernment-in-exile” and try to “punish” the Jewish 





* The same can obviously be said of Gen. Barker’s tim- 
ing of the order to execute Dov Gruner. 
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“quislings” and “collaborators”’—that is the Haga- 
nah, the Vaad Leumi, the Agency, the Histadrut—by 
widespread direct action in Palestine, is equally un- 
certain. But these are no longer questions which it 
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is fantastic to propose. The least one can expect of 
American Jews who wish to show “moral support” 
to the “resistance fighters” is that they should be 
aware of these facts and these possibilities. 


Alexander H. Pekelis 


by Albert Salomon 


“Our masters taught: 
A sage takes precedence over a king of Israel; 
If a sage dies, we have none like him— 
If a king dies, all Israel are eligible for kingship.” 
Horayor 13a 


LEXANDER PEKELIS was “killed in action” 
during the fight for an independent Jewish 
Palestine. His death is an inexpressible loss to the 
cause of Zionism and to the cause of human free- 
dom everywhere. The first reaction is to be over- 
whelmed and paralyzed by the disaster as by a 
tragic peripety in a Greek drama: a radiant and 
heroic life, ascending to the fullest realization of 
its powers, suddenly destroyed by a demonic des- 
tiny. There is no doubt, that among the many in- 
tertwined emotional strains of our reaction, the feel- 
ing of tragic catastrophe is necessarily present. This is 
understandable in view of his biography. 

Born in 1902, Alexander Pekelis left Russia after 
the Bolshevik revolution. He studied philosophy at 
Vienna and Leipzig. As a stateless refugee, he could 
not hope for any career in Germany. He went to Italy 
and studied law in Florence. He was admitted to the 
bar at Rome, and became a lecturer at the Roman 
Law school. He left Italy after Mussolini introduced 
the Nuremberg Laws. After the French breakdown, 
he left France and came to this country. He joined 
the Graduate Faculty of the New School for Social 
Research, succeeding Nino Levi. At Columbia Law 
School he learned the legal theories and methods of 
a new continent, and was stimulated to new creative 
work by the comparisons with Roman and European 
laws which he was able to make on the basis of his 
vast experience and learning. He was for two years 
editor of the Columbia Law Review. Finally, he acted 
as Advisor to the Commission on Law and Social 
Action of the American Jewish Congress and was a 
member of the Executive of the Labor Zionist Organ- 
ization. When he died, the University of Jerusalem 
was considering his nomination as professor of polit- 
ical science at the University, a place where he al- 
ways had hoped to live. ; 

There is no doubt that tragic pity is an element i 
our mourning, but there is something more. Alexan- 
der Pekelis was not only a scholar but a striking per- 
sonality. He was not the type of scientist whose life 


is completely absorbed by his objective contributions. 
There is another class of scholars, whose personality 
is even more significant than their works. Alexander 
Pekelis belonged to the latter group. His great con- 
tributions to American jurisprudence remain as objec- 
tive facts in the current of time and will no doubt be 
duly appraised and appreciated in time, when the 
mass of material is completely analyzed. What has to 
be done in the moment of farewell and mourning is 
to grasp the lasting meaning of the radiant person- 


ality. 


MANY MOURNERS are not shaken merely by a dra- 
matic sentiment. Many feel that this death deprived 
us of an exemplar of our essential humanity. They 
are aware, consciously or unconsciously, that Alex- 
ander Pekelis was more than a random individual; he 
had become an objective symbol, an individuality vis- 
ibly exemplifying his own law. 

It is an old truism that the individual is ineffable. 
Everyone intuitively experiences the truth of the 
Statement and recognizes its validity when death 
severs bonds of love and friendship. For an individual 
is a moving and dynamic whole, open to, and molded 
by, a variety of situations and relationships. We, for 
our part, generally see the individual as conditioned 
by our relationship to him, subjectively, without 
claiming any objective validity for our personal per- 
spective. There are, however, exceptional individuals 
of whom this does not seem to be the case. Such. a 
one was Alexander Pekelis. 

Some were close to him and have enjoyed his 
friendship. Others may have admired him and offered 
him a shy love from a distance. But everyone was 
keenly aware that Alexander Pekelis was not a mod- 
ern individual of blurred outlines and shifting con- 
tours, but the old-new phenomenon of a Jew, unify- 
ing elements of tradition with the modern revived 
hope for the future in Palestine. One cannot help 
remembering an essay by Hofmannsthal, in which 
he describes Agur, the leader of a nation in continu- 
ous migration, a man of radiant youth, striving in the 
current and movement of migration and completely 
at rest in his being, with eyes peaceful and calm, 
wise and serene. 

Alexander Pekelis was Agur, a leader, by nature, 
suitable for the stress of a nation in unceasing move- 
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ment to its origins. He was a leader because of the 
complete unity and harmony of his personality. There 
was a spontaneous wholeness in his Jewishness. Be- 
ing a Jew never meant to Alexander Pekelis a tragic 
destiny to which one had to respond by apologetics 
or aggressiveness. It was as natural to him as being 
and becoming in time and space. He had passed 
through four or five areas of Western civilization. He 
made considerable contributions to two of them. 
He could do so, because he was so deeply embedded 
in his Jewishness that meeting other ways of living 
and thinking stimulated without distorting his con- 
structive ideas, broadened without shattering the 
frame of reference of those lasting values within 
which, more and more, nations should live in peace 
and welfare under the protection and guidance of 
law. His spontaneous Jewishness was a source of his 
creative freedom. Once, talking about the Jewish edu- 
cation of our children, he finally concluded, “There is 
only one very simple device to teach them, never to 
lower their voices when they have to say that they 
are Jewish. That’s all.” This was Alexander Pekelis. 
It’s merely a mode of decent and sincere conduct. No 
problem, no question. 


ALEXANDER PEKELIS had known many civilizations, 
but actually, he was without any sense of modern his- 
toricism. He was as timeless as are all Jews whose 
life is still molded by the traditions of Jewish religion 
and ethics. This gave him the wisdom of a patriarch 
in spite of his active and militant youthfulness. As a 
Jew, he understood well Goethe’s words, “You must 
attack and grasp the old-true.” For the truth is old 
and has been formulated in our traditions even if we 
have to reformulate it, again and again, in changing 
situations. It was a complete unity of old and new, 
the natural harmony and beauty of his Jewishness, 
which makes him a lasting image of the Jew for us. 
It is certainly true to say that Alexander Pekelis 
could have entered many careers and would have 
been “‘a success” in many fields. However, it seems 
inescapable that his Jewishness necessarily induced 
him to turn towards law as one vital aspect of Jewish 
nature. The law is the Lord’s. It refers to and plans 
social conduct, as much as it regulates human rela- 
tions to God and his creation. Law is Torah, but what 
else did the rabbis do for over two thousand years 
but to re-interpret the law in terms adequate to new 
situations and intelligible to those who must apply 
and live it in their every-day life? Alexander Pekelis 
made great contributions to American and Italian 
jurisprudence. But was not the innermost principle 
of all his legal efforts that sublime rabbinical humil- 
ity, which holds fast to the few essential ideas which 
are alone capable of controlling the irrational and 
dark forces of human nature in the changing situa- 
tions of our small social universe? In 1944, Pekelis 
published an article, “The Case for a Jurisprudence 
of Welfare” in Social Research, which is, in many 
respects, a new interpretation of the New Deal policy 


25 


and the first draft of a liberal philosophy of law. He 
concludes the essay with the following words: 


“Purposiveness is not advance planning of the 
results to be reached. It is the will to discover, the 
will to enlarge the tiny segment of the world we 
know, the will to learn and to do better, the firm 
and deep-seated conviction that men may, again 
and again, in everyone’s life-time see ‘. . . Thin 
with distance, thin but dead ahead, the line of 
unimaginable coasts. ”” 


This is a modern formulation of the attitude which 
our rabbis took in reformulating the law for all the 
new situations Jews had to face all over the world. 
Law protects and directs. It points towards God and 
towards the community, and community means for 
the Jew, the unity of the past and of the future in 
the life of the present. Law establishes, according to 
Pekelis, again and again, the frame of reference in 
which human beings strive for social integration and 
the good society, good because it is able to control 
the dark forces of the irrational by referring to the 
perceived meaning of the law. 


ALEXANDER PEKELIS was not only a professional 
jurist. He was a student of law by nature as all Jews 
should be. He was a Jew by nature because he was 
a man of law by nature. He was a Jew by inner call- 
ing. This made him the most harmonious and hap- 
piest being I ever met. Hence, he created something 
more lasting than his personal life, the objective 
image of a Jew. He was free and open to everything 
because he voluntarily affirmed his nature, his mean- 
ing, and his law. He was spontaneous and happy, al- 
though he consciously lived in the Galut, because he 
vividly experienced the traditional consolation that 
we will live again in Zion. 

For this reason, he devoted a great effort both to 
the legal problems of the Jews in the Galut and to 
the problems of reconstruction in Palestine. Without 
any special resolve, with deep inner devotion, his life 
belonged to Judaism as its most natural concern. For 
this reason, his militant labors for the protection of 
Jewish minorities remained a lasting contribution. 
An outstanding document of his life was his analysis 
of the anti-Semitic attitudes of the Daily News, in 
a brief drawn up to oppose the Daily News’ applica- 
tion for a license to set up its own FM radio station. 
(Federal Communications Commission, Washington, 
D. C., Document Number 6175, Memorandum in the 
nature of proposed findings submitted at the direction 
of the Federal Communications Commission by the 
American Jewish Congress). This study, which Pek- 
elis directed and largely formulated, can, and should 
be read by all Jews. “The Image of the Jew in the 
Daily News’ has become a model case of “content 
analysis.” It makes clear what sociological methods 
can contribute in clarifying social issues, when han- 
dled by superior and comprehensive minds. In this 
analysis, Pekelis has set a pattern of investigation 
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which will be of lasting value in the Jewish fight 
against anti-Semitism. 

His last printed work was this analysis of “The 
Image of the Jew in the Daily News.” His deepest 
achievement remains: the ideal image of the Jew 
everywhere, as realized in his own life. Without in- 
tention, without effort, he accomplished something 
that few people realize. When one met Alexander 
Pekelis, one had the feeling of coming home, being 
protected, being in Judea. He made us feel what our 
people would look like when living freely, according 
to our own spirit. He was free under the law, which 
was his law and the law of his people at the same 
time. 

It would be incomplete to leave our description as 
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it stands. Alexander Pekelis became an element of 
our lives, a continuously stimulating and constructive 
force, because he was so rounded a human being. 
His own effort was benevolently supported by the 
gifts of Nature. His was a powerful physique. But 
what was more impressive was the gentleness of his 
heart. He always feared to encroach upon others, and 
his moral concern was not to impair the freedom 
and independence of those with whom he cooperated. 
“His life was gentle, and the’elements so mixed in 
him that Nature might stand up and say to all the 
world, ‘This was a man.’” It will be our duty and 
the symbol of our lasting gratitude, to teach our 
children to behave like Alexander Pekelis and to be 
proud of him. 


The Jewish “Displaced Person” 


by Henry Cohen 


N 1939, THE I. G. FARBEN COMBINE built 
several large, well-camouflaged munitions plants 
in the woods, twenty miles directly south of Munich. 
They constructed a village, Foehrenwald, to house 
the workers employed at the factories. Six years later, 
in May 1945, American forces captured the village 
of Foehrenwald, and established it as a center for 
displaced persons from every country in Europe who 
had been enslaved in Germany. By August 1945, a 
great deal of progress had been made in repatriating 
a large percentage of displaced persons to their coun- 
tries of origin. Camp Foehrenwald, as it became 
known, was then converted into a Jewish center. As 
UNRRA director of that camp, I had a more than 
adequate opportunity to learn about the problems 
of the Jewish displaced persons. 

There were about 65,000 Jews in the United 
States Zone of Germany in January 1946. Today, 
there are over 160,000 Jews in the Zone. Each wave 
of infiltration brings thousands upon thousands of 
Jews from Poland and other countries in Eastern 
Europe. Until a more permanent resettlement of Jews 
takes place, this infiltration will continue. 

Not all displaced persons centers are the same. 
Some are small, containing from fifty to five hundred 
people. Others are large, containing more than five 
thousand people. The Leipheim Camp, for example, 
is at an airport and has about 2,500 Jews. The Was- 
serberg Camp is at a former Luftwaffe headquarters 
and housed about the same number. The Landsberg 
Camp, with its five thousand Jews, occupies a former 
German army barracks. The Freiman Camp in 
Munich, with 1,500 Jews, consisted of about 150 
detached workers’ houses, with much garden space; 
it was developed as one of the finest camps in Ger- 
many. Infiltrations last summer and fall resulted in 


the establishment of tent cities. These have fortun- 
ately been disbanded. 


A DIRECTOR of a displaced persons camp is like a 
city manager. However, his “city” contains a popula- 
tion which is unusually disturbed and unhappy. The 
UNRRA director sees not only parades and festive 
ocasions—but also the strikes, the panics, the dis- 
turbances that are manifested when accumulated ten- 
sions rise to the surface. For those who feel deeply 
about the plight of the Jewish displaced persons, the 
experience is extremely intense and perplexing. 

Camp Foehrenwald is a mile from the German 
county seat at Wolfratshausen. The I. G. Farben 
planners built the village to accomodate 3,200 peo- 
ple. In January 1946, following the first significant 
Jewish infiltration wave in the Fall of 1945, the camp 
had a population of 5,600 people—2,400 inhabitants 
more than the thrifty German planners had built it 
for. There were rooms occupied by more than twenty- 
five people. Double-decker beds filled the small 
rooms, with two persons sleeping on each narrow 
bunk. At night, mattresses were dragged out from 
under the beds or from the cellars, and people slept 
on the tables and on the floor in the spaces between 
the beds. Though the population was later reduced 
by over a thousand, congestion is still a serious 
demoralizing factor. In many rooms, two or three 
families—parents and children—all live together. 
This is the norm today, rather than the exception. 

In January 1946, when the camp was most con- 
gested, a Bavarian frost froze the pipes and resulted 
in the complete or partial damage of 400 of the 600 
toilets in the camp. Sanitation reached an indescrib- 
able low-point. Before the damage was completely 
repaired, there occurred an even greater catastrophe. 
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To the south, at the I. G. Farben munitions plant, 
highly sensitive explosives in huge quantity were 
being demolished. One heavy detonation cracked open 
the main pipe-line carrying water into the camp. For 
five days the camp was without water. No plumbing. 
No drinking water. No hot food could be prepared. 
The hospital was receiving only enough water for 
emergency needs. The army provided merely token 
assistance: one thousand empty water cans. Only 
after strenuous protests (on the third day) did a gen- 
eral appear on the scene (on the fifth day) and start 
issuing orders. Had it been a regiment of men that 
were stranded without water, the combined resources 
of the United States Forces in Europe would have 
been mobilized to render assistance and offer advice. 

Let us now examine another basic item—food. 
The basic diet remains monotonous and unappetiz- 
ing. There are no fresh fish, no beets, no onions, no 
chickens, no fresh butter, no fresh milk, and no fresh 
eggs available in the standard diet. Most of the 
products are canned or dehydrated. The diet allows 
for three ounces a day of either meat, fish, or cheese. 
If meat stew is served for dinner, there can be no 
cheese or sardines for supper. Thus, one must be 
satisfied on such evenings with bread and coffee, and 
perhaps a dash of marmalade or oleomargarine. To 
make the food situation even worse, most camps can- 
not make provision for family cooking. There are 
usually central kitchens where the food is prepared 
in bulk. The people line up at the kitchens three 
times a day to collect their food in assorted containers, 
many of which are rusty or greasy. (In Camp Foehr- 
enwald, there are no hot water facilities in the 
houses.) This has been going on for the last twenty 
months, since the liberation. 

Thus, in order to secure a somewhat normal and 
adequate diet, many of the people supplement the 
basic allowances provided by the army with items 
secured on the black market from German farmers, 
who are hoarding food. Since reports of black market 
activity seem to be the only kind of news “big” 
enough to capture headlines, the impression is spread 
among the American reading public that Jewish dis- 
placed persons spend all their time in black market 
activity. Nothing could be farther from the truth. 
In virtually all established camps, fully 90 percent 
of the people have their time entirely occupied in 
work or study. In Camp Foehrenwald, we estimated 
that no more than 4 percent of the total camp popu- 
lation could conceivably have the time for engaging 
in systematic black market activity, and that most 
likely the actual number was below 2 percent. 

That many do engage in simple barter transactions 
to supplement their diet is something easy to under- 
stand. In recent months UNRRA medical officers in 
Germany have become alarmed at the inadequacy of 
the diet. They felt that it is “most difficult for the peo- 
ple to exist on those rations” and that a distressing 
situation may develop by January or February “if 
the present food rations are continued.” 
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A COMPREHENSIVE educational program has been 
developed at Camp Foehrenwald. An elementary 
school, a rabbinical school, libraries, and vocational 
training schools have been organized. In addition, 
over 350 young people have been settled in a sub- 
camp established as an agricultural and trades-train- 
ing center. Here they work on the land, in the barns, 
with horse and with plow. 

More important than knowledge acquired or tech- 
niques learned is the ability to relax which the chil- 
dren learned. The youngest ones, in the primary 
grades, had been born either immediately before the 
war, or during the war in concentration camps, dense 
ghettoes, or in the woods. They had never learned 
how to laugh. Perhaps our greatest achievement with 
these children was that of creating an environment in 
which they could learn to laugh freely. 

Cultural activities and cultural interests are being 
slowly revived. It seems hard to imagine that as late 
as last April, few scripts were available for budding 
dramatic groups. Many groups wrote their own plays, 
drawing on their recent experiences, staged them and 
performed for audiences that had been culturally 
starved for so many years. It was a memorable oc- 
casion when they secured and produced Sholem 
Aleikhem’s “Tevyeh the Dairyman.” A camp news- 
paper, significantly called “In the Wilderness,” is 
published, and contains many fine literary contribu- 
tions. 

Mention has already been made of the rabbinical 
school at the camp. Providing for the religious needs 
of the people is continually complicated by shortages. 
Synagogue space, dishes, are examples of the many 
religious facilities that are difficult to secure. 

The main activity in camp is work. A wide range 
of occupations exists. A community of 4,500 people 
requires all kinds of workers. There are teachers, 
lumberjacks, jewellers, shoemakers, barbers, tailors, 
truckdrivers, police, doctors, nurses, laundry workers, 
and others. Without their collective effort, life in the 
camps could not go on. The development of a spirit 
of work, of a desire to contribute to the community 
weal through labor and productive effort has perhaps 
been the foremost accomplishment of the twenty- 
month period after V-E Day. 


THESE REHABILITATION efforts have been designed 
to halt the tendencies towards social disintegration 
and personal demoralization. The overwhelming ma- 
jority of the people have succeeded in adjusting to 
an extremely difficult life-situation. However, the 
tensions that lie within each of them are so deep 
that at intervals—fortunately infrequent—they rise 
to the surface with a vengeance. 

On the evening of the 22nd of May, 1946, two 
drunken American soldiers entered a house in the 
German town of Wolfratshausen. On the third floor 
lived some German girls whom they were going to 
visit. On the second floor, there lived a Jewish family. 
The sojdiers stopped there, and one of them, with 
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pistol drawn, ordered the Jews to stand at attention. 
One of the Jews had a harmonica and was ordered 
to play on it. One of the soldiers drew a bayonet, 
and went around the room, pretending to stab every- 
one. At bayonet point, he demanded that the people 
show him their identification papers. When one of 
the Jews refused to give the soldier his purse, the 
soldier struck him on the lower cheek with the pistol 
butt. Another of the Jews was struck over the head. 
Some of the Jews ran out of the room, and succeeded 
in reaching the camp. At the gate of the camp, the 
Jewish D. P. police were notified. One of the police- 
men sounded the camp siren, giving the danger signal. 

In the camp theater at that time, there were two 
thousand Jews watching a movie. They heard the 
siren, but nobody responded. Then, suddenly, from 
the rear of the auditorium, a shriek was heard, 
“Slaughter! They are killing Jews in Wolfrats- 
hausen!” Within five minutes, the auditorium was 
cleared of people. The huge mob, ‘fed by conflicting 
rumors, each bloodier than the previous one, pro- 
ceeded en masse, impulsively, in panic, out of the 
camp, and onto the road to the German town. They 
had not gone very far up the road, when two Ger- 
man vehicles approached them from Wolfratshausen. 
They stopped the cars, removed the German oc- 
Cupants, and gave them a severe beating. Before the 
beatings were over, and before the mob could pro- 
ceed further, UNRRA Team members arrived on 
the scene, and mobilized the camp Jewish police to 
contain the populace and force them back into the 
camp. Within three hours, with the assistance of the 
camp police, and the elected camp committee, the 
situation was brought under control. 

Those who have been intimately close to the peo- 
ple and have tried to understand them, have been 
gratified with the relatively adequate adjustment they 
have made under the most miserable conditions. Yet 
one wonders how much longer they can contain them- 
selves. One wonders how much longer this accumulat- 
ing fury can be confined to a series of such incidents, 
before it becomes a continuous mode of existence. 


THOUGH emigration from Germany remains the 
primary solution, their departure is, regrettably, not 
imminent. We may soon have to think about a 
winter after this winter, and probably, one after that. 
Without reducing the opportunities for emigration, 
and without delaying the time of their departure by 
a single hour, a very substantial effort should be made 
to improve their life where they are. 

Of primary importance in the development of a 
comprehensive program is the re-emphasis and im- 
plementation by the Allied powers of the principle 
that the rehabilitation and re-establishment of the 
Jews is not tied to the same priority ratings as the 
rehabilitation and re-establishment of the Germans. 
Major General Harmon, chief of the United States 
Constabulary in Germany, stated on January 6th 
that his men would “continue to carry on without 
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prejudice to any particular race, color, or creed.” In 
its application in Germany that is a negative ap- 
proach. What is needed is a vigorous, reaffirmed 
program of specific treatment for the remnants of 
European Jewry, not subordinated to the general 
plan for the restoration of the German economy. 

Increased relief supplies and services are needed. 
The most serious existing conditions are the room 
congestion, the lack of fresh foods in the diet, and 
the mass kitchen facilities. The American Joint Dis- 
tribution Committee has done an admirable job in 
providing supplementary supplies of all kinds. With- 
out their contribution, the condition of the people 
would be even worse. 

The rehabilitation program has to be intensified. 
Its purpose is to restore the Jews to physical, mental, 
and spiritual health. Education, vocational training, 
athletics, cultural and religious activities, and an ex- 
panded system of self-government are the most im- 
portant elements in a comprehensive rehabilitation 
program. 

Vocational training has a therapeutic value for a 
broken and hurt people. Besides teaching them occu- 
pations, it provides them with self-confidence through 
their developing ability to be productive and crea- 
tive. By being kept occupied, their thoughts are re- 
moved from their inner selves and inner sorrows, and 
they are provided with an interest in external things. 
In addition, the establishment of shops enables 
them to manufacture or conserve items and com- 
modities that are extremely scarce on the continent. 
The role played by an organization like ORT (Or- 
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ganization for Rehabilitation through Training) is 
extremely significant. 

Aside from improvements in education, cultural 
possibilities, and religious life, the rehabilitation of 
the Jews in Germany requires a basic change in their 
relations to the courts and the police. At present, the 
only law which is applicable to the Jewish DP’s is 
either military law or German law; the only official 
courts, military or German; and the only official jails, 
military or German. It is essential that some alterna- 
tive other than military or German procedure be 
given to these people. The development of a sub- 
stantial degree of self-government and internal social 
control is so significant a part of Jewish rehabilita- 
tion that we can no longer afford to postpone its 
consideration. 

In the final analysis, however, the Jewish group 
in Germany is temporary, and must be dissolved 
through resettlement at the earliest possible time. 
Except for some thousands who wish to join rela- 
tives in the Western Hemisphere, the overwhelming 
majority of these Jews wants to go to Palestine. 

Most of them regard a solution outside of Pal- 
estine as a very temporary and hazardous one. They 
want no temporary solutions for themselves and 
their children. They have lost so much, they do not 
want to lose what is still left them. Now, they want 
peace of mind and security. They want an environ- 
ment in which they can work for themselves, in 
which they can rear their children, and in which they 
can be creative as Jews—without shame and without 
fear. 
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America and World Resources 

SEEN FROM E. A., by Herbert Feis, 
New York, Alfred A. Knopf, 1947, 
$2.75. 


In spite of public staten.ents and 
promises, in spite of reports and in- 
vestigations, of popular demand and 
of definite international commitments. 
the United States so far has not taken 
an active part in the shaping of Pal- 
estine policy. 


Speculation on this passive attitude 
suggests that the surest way of actively 
involving the State Department in the 
affairs of Palestine would be through 
the discovery, by an American com- 
pany, of oil within the boundaries of 
that country. Then immediately the 
“future security” of this nation woula 
demand that peace and prosperity be 
brought to that turbulent land. Per- 
haps this interpretation is an oversim- 
plification. But after reaaing the back- 


ground and inside story of the U. S. 
Government's relation to Middle East 
oil politics, as told by Herbert Feis, 
this somewhat far-fetched solution sug- 
gests itself forcibly. 

Seen from E. A. traces three “of 
the most significant behind-the-scenes 
stories of America’s desperate search 
for national security in the days just 
before December 7, 1941.” The epi- 
sodes deal with (1) our quest for nat- 
ural rubber stocks, (2) the effort to 
secure a hold on Middle East oil, and 
(3) the so-called attempts to keep 
oil from Mussolini during the Italo- 
Ethiopian war. 


Although the three instances of 
American policy described here differ 
in time, place, and in the characters 
involved, there is a similarity of pat- 
tern that reappears again and again 
despite the change of setting. In each 
instance government policy—however 
confused and often ill-defined—is ob- 


structed and largely put to naught by 
private business interests. 


In the first case, the Anglo-Dutch 
rubber cartel prevented our acquisition 
of adequate stocks of natural rubber 
before Pearl Harbor. In the second, 
the hue and cry of the independent oil 
operators prevented decisive action in 
the Middle East. And in the third, 
private companies continued to ship 
oil to Mussolini and even increased 
their shipments at a time when an em- 
bargo was supposedly in force. These 
tactics were often aided by near- 
sighted or incompetent public officials. 
Dr. Feis does not call them by name, 
but refers to them instead by their 
official titles. This procedure leads the 
reader to a bit of a guessing game, but 
the criticism is unmistakable and often 
severe. It is interesting to observe that 
the remarks the author makes about 
“the Federal Loan Administrator,” re- 
ferring at that time to Jesse Jones, 
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would apply with equal force to the 
recent incumbent, George Allen. 


The present big financial deals in 
the Middle East bring into focus the 
chapter dealing with the background 
of the trans-Arabian pipe line proj- 
ect and the later attempts to negoti- 
ate an Anglo-American oil agreement. 
While during the ’20’s the oil compa- 
nies prevailed upon the State Depart- 
ment to facilitate their entry into the 
Middle East, they strongly reject any 
overtures by the Government leading 
to its participation through ownership 
in the petroleum facilities of that or 
other areas, even though national se- 
curity considerations might appear to 
require such action. Dr. Feis points 
out that not the several lines of po- 
litical opposition but the economic 
fears of private corporations halted the 
plans of the Government during the 
war. On the other hand, it may be 
safely predicted that if present nego- 
tiations, designed to extend American 
private interests in Middle East oil, 
should find resistance from the French 
or British too heavy, the State Depart- 
ment will again be solicited for sup- 
port... and it will again employ its 
good offices on behalf of the oil com- 
panies. During the war the Depart- 
ment sponsored the smoothing of re- 
lations between the Arabian American 
Oil Company and the Saudi Arabian 
government through repeated large 
loans, lend-lease, and other friendly 
measures. It is therefore plausible to 
infer from Dr. Feis’ description of the 
Middle East episode up to this point, 
that in the event oil should ever be 
discovered in Palestine, the State De- 
partment would immediately concern 
itself, in order to pave the way for 
any American company that might be 
involved. The company in turn—pro- 
vided it did not consider such steps 
“government interference”’—would be 
only too happy to accept. 
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A Letter on Koestler 


DEAR SIR: 

The reviewer of Thieves in the 
Night in your December issue seems 
to accept Koestler’s device of present- 
ing his hero as half-English and half- 
Jewish without question. It is true that 
this device itself is not important as 
such, but it is, in the context of the 
novel, extremely revealing of the psy- 
chological split in the mind of the 
writer. Joseph is neither English (as 
one would expect him to be, by virtue 
of his background and upbringing) 
nor is he Jewish. He is neither, and 
he is, in a sense, no one and nowhere. 
On the whole, Koestler’s observations 
of English (and Arabic) manners are 
more convincing than his account of 
Jewish ways of thinking and behaving, 
but they do not serve to make the fig- 
ure of the hero more English—or, 
more Gentile. Joseph’s “alienation” 
from his Jewish comrades, at times, 
is not the alienation of the Half-Jew, 
biologically, or even environmentally 
speaking; it is the alienation of the 
tortured, uprooted Jewish intellectual, 
who can let none of his feelings be, 
can allow none of his instincts to 
reach out to others (save to the 
ephemeral and shadowy Dina) with- 
out becoming afraid of himself and 
his inner purposes, who cannot exist, 
or be conscious, without hurting him- 
self and those in his immediate vicin- 
ity. Indeed, the corroding quality of 
Joseph’s mind and his unrelenting 
habit of mental arithmetic were prob- 
ably sufficient to erect a barrier be- 
tween himself and Dina or Ellen, 
apart from any memory of Things To 
Forget. 


Hence, all the ostensible motiva- 
tions of Joseph’s conversion to terror- 
ism fail to be convincing. Whether 
it is Dina’s death, the deportation of 
a concentration-camp victim from 
Haifa, or a combination of these, there 
is nothing in what we have learned of 
Joseph’s character before this point 
that would lead us to believe in the 
wholeness of such a decision on his 
part. Hence, the decision itself, al- 
though the description of its circum- 








~ 


SUPREME tN KASHRUTH AND 
QUALITY - THE TRADITIONAL 
MATZO FOR PASSOVER 








fa 
AN § yo 


MAT-20 MEAL: FARFEL+ CAKE MEAL 


WHOLE WHEAT MATZO~> EGG MATZO 


JEWISH FRONTIER 


stance is interesting and striking, has 
no validity whatever as a manifesta- 
tion of personality. Like Joseph him- 
self, it hangs in mid-air, inexplicable, 
over-rationalized, without any real re- 
lationship with either the people or 
events that depend upon it. 

It is a pity that Mr. Koestler, in ex- 
ploiting his own personality, was un- 
able to invest his hero with real, com- 
pelling identity. This is, perhaps, the 
very theme of the book itself, as the 
author might like to state it. How- 
ever, when the hero is so clearly the 
central pivot of a novel, as in this 
case, one discovers that all of the life 
created around him, the flashes of 
landscape, the evocation of climate, 
the building of minor figures, who are 
convincing in themselves, seem to de- 
pend upon the empty air, upon this 
center that is lacking, this man, this 
no one, who is rot there; who is no- 
where. And that, certainly, is not the 
truth about Palestine. 

HILDA AUERBACH. 
A Letter on Parkes 
DEAR SIRs: 

In the November issue of the 
FRONTIER there appears a review of 
James Parkes’ little volume, Amfz- 
Semitism—An Enemy of the People. 
I was especially interested in the point 
of view set forth by Mr. Leo Shapiro 
since it is quite opposite to my own 
reaction to Mr. Parkes’ effort. 

There can be no quarrel with Mr. 
Shapiro’s report on the several excel- 
lent analyses of the historical and po- 
litical aspects of anti-Semitism which 
Parkes presents. I was encouraged too 
by the hints at some shortcomings of 
the volume, but finally I was amazed 
and disappointed to find your reviewer 
commending the author and publisher 
for bringing forth this little volume. 

I contend that the book is an ex- 
tremely dangerous and evil bit of anti- 
Semitism itself! Hidden between 
Parkes’ condemnations of all other 
anti-Semites are bits of prejudice and 
misstatement which I am sure will be 
quoted by rabble-rousers for years to 
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come. And, I cannot believe that poi- 
sons are less deadly because of ex- 
tremely thick sugar-coatings. 

The tempest is aroused by some of 
the propositions for which Parkes 
rightly claims no “judgment (can be) 
founded on scientific observation.” I 
fully realize this extenuating circum- 
stance in the presentation of much 
social and psychological information. 
But it can hardly be permitted to cloak 
vicious, unfounded, anti-Semitic argu- 
ments. 

Specifically, on page 123, Parkes 
says: “Those whose business it is to 
examine for entrance to the universi- 
ties are confronted by the fact that 
Jewish boys or girls mature more 
quickly than others. Between 20 and 
23 the differences even out, but at the 
age of matriculation and scholarship 
examinations, the Jew is likely to ap- 
pear ahead of the non-Jew who may 
be his equal or surpass him a few 
years later. The university examiner 
has to try to judge which of the two 
candidates will really go further. It is 
easy, if he decided against the Jew, 
for a Jewish home to be embittered. 
It is equally easy for a Gentile home, 
if the Jew gets the place, to feel jeal- 
ousy and bitterness.” (The italics are 
mine. ) 

On the next page, he goes on: “In 

. argument . . . Jews will tend to 
stress, and attach importance to, points 
which most non-Jews would relegate 
to a much less prominent place. Le- 
gality seems to them to be more im- 
portant than practicality; formal rights 
much more important than fair-play; 
logical justifications than common 
sense . . . Much of the bitterness of 
Zionist argument with the British 
about the fulfillment of the Palestirie 
Mandate . . . arose from this differ- 
ence of standpoint . . .” 


These passages (and there are oth- 
ers) in my opinion are more accurate 
indications of Mr. Parkes’ personal 
point of view than the remainder of 
the book. Your reviewer suggests that 
Parkes is “unreasonable” in certain re- 
spects, but insists that “those who 
would reject the book im toto because 
they do not like this or that part are 
just as unreasonable.” Nevertheless, I 
must reject as insincere Mr. Parkes’ 
protestations of support and good-will 
towards the Jewish people as long 
as he is willing to print the subtly in- 
sidious anti-Semitic nonsense quoted 
above. 

I therefore cannot join Mr. Shapiro 
in recommending the book and I am 
at a loss to understand the editorial 
policy which permits the FRONTIER to 
unknowingly assist in the dispersal of 
anti-Semitic literawure. 

CHESTER HYMAN. 

(The elements of prejudice which 
Mr. Hyman points out are certainly 
present in Dr. Parkes’ book, and, as 
he notes, were not overlooked in the 
review. It is, unfortunately, not the first 
time that a friend of the Jews has 
failed to rise above inherited blind- 
spots. There are obviously emotional 
blocks which can stultify even the 
greatest understanding and sophistica- 
tion. But Dr. Parkes’ sympathetic un- 
derstanding of Jews and Judaism has 
been proven too fully for anyone to 
be able to apply the term “anti-Semite” 
to him justly. He is one of the few 
Christian scholars who really recognize 
the value of Judaism as a culture in 
its own right, and one of the English- 
men sensitive to the present-day suf- 
fering of the Jews. We prefer to re- 
serve the term “anti-Semite” for our 
enemies, not our straying friends— 


Ed.) 
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ing with the first Jewish Settle- 
ment in 1880. 
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